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ARGUED AND DETERMINED 
IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH 
FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


JANE E. KENNEDY vy. M. A. CROMWELL, ApMn., ET At. 


Statute of Limitations—Guardian and Ward. 


. Where the cause of action against an executor, administrator or guardian is 
for a breach of the bond, it is barred as to the sureties after three years 
from the breach complained of. The Code, 155 (6). 


. Where the cause of action is to recover the balance admitted to be due by 
the final account, it is barred as to sureties on the bond after six years 
from auditing and filing such final account. The Code, 154 (2). 


. Whether such final account is or is not filed, if there is a demand and re- 
fusal, the action is barred as to both the principal and sureties on said 
bond in three years. 


. When such final account is filed, and there is no demand and refusal: 
Quere, whether the action as to the executor, administrator or Bustos . 
himself is barred in six years or ten years. 


. When there is no final account filed: Semble, that the statute begins to run 
from the arrival of the ward of age, but whether in such case three years 
‘or ten years bars, quere. 


. When the statute begins to run, the subsequent marriage of the feme plain- 
tiff will not stop it. 


‘aan 


Apprat from Whitaker, J., at Fall Term, 1890, of Epezcompr. ( 2 ) 
The facts appear in the opinion. J udgment for plaintiff over- 
ruling the plea of the statute of limitations. Appeal by defendant. 


J.L. Bridgers for plaintiff... 
G. M.T. Fountain and H. L. Staton for defendant. 
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 Crarx, J. The Code, 154 (2), bars an action against an executor, 
administrator or guardian on his official bond within six years after 
filing his audited final account, while by The Code, 155 (6), an action 
against the sureties on such bond is barred : within three years after . 
breach complained of. | 
As the action on the official bond necessarily embraces the sureties, it 
would seem that the distinction is, that where the final account 1s filed 
admitting a balance to be due, but no breach is alleged, such balance as 
to the sureties is conclusively presumed to be paid over after the lapse of 
six years if the statute of limitations is pleaded; whereas, if a breach is 
alleged before or after filing final account, as a devastavit, a failure to file 
final account, a demand and refusal to pay balance due by final account, 
or any other breach of the bond, the sureties are discharged by a delay 
to sue for more than three years after the breach which is complained of 
as the cause of action. Norman v. Walker, 101 N. C., 24. 
When the executor, administrator or guardian files his final account, 
and there is a demand and refusal, the action as to him is barred in three 
years. Wyrick v. Wyrickh, 106 N. C., 84. When he files such 
( 8 ) final account, and there is no demand and refusal, whether the 
action is barred as to him in six years under The Code, 154 (2) 
(Vaughan v. Hines, 87 N. C., 445), or in ten years by virtue of The 
Code, 158 (Wyrick v. Wyrick, supra), we are not called on to decide in 
the present case. Here, though one annual account was filed, no other | 
was subsequently filed, nor any final account. Under such circumstances, 
whether or not there is an unclosed express trust against which no stat- _ 
ute runs, was left an open question by Pearson, J., in Hamlin v. Mebane, 
54 N. C., 18, but Smith, C. J., intimates strongly in Hodges v. Council, 
86 N. C., 186, that even in such case the cause of action accrued upon 
the ward becoming of age, and that it would be at least barred by the 
_ lapse of ten years (The Code, sec. 158), and possibly in three years, 
citing Angell on Lim., secs. 174, 178. In Wyrick v. Wyrick, supra, the 
Court (Shepherd, J.) say that “it was the evident purpose of The Code 
to prescribe a period of limitations to all actions whatever, and thus 
make it a complete statute of repose,” whether the limitation is three 
years or ten years from the ward’s majority, when no final account has 
been filed and there has been no demand and refusal: In the present case 
there was a demand and refusal. This put an end to the trust itself, if 
it was not before terminated by the ward’s becoming of age and capable 
of suing. By the demand and refusal the relation of the parties became 
adversary, and it is clear that the action would be barred by a delay to 
sue within three years thereafter. Robertson v. Dunn, 87 N. C., 191; 
Patterson v. Inlly, 90 N. C., 82; Woody v. Brooks, 102 N..C., 834; Board 
of Education v. Board of Education, 107 N. C., 366. 
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In the present case the facts as found by the referee and the fndiacs 
approved by the court are, that the guardian qualified in 1861, made | 
_ his returns in 1862, has made none since, and filed no final account. The 

ward, the plaintiff, married in 1872 and ‘became of age in August, 

1873, before which time her husband had died. She married ( 4 ) 
again in 1879. In September and October, 1877, the plaintiff 

wrote her former guardian, saying, in substance, that she hoped some- 
thing was due her, and asking him to send it. To these letters the 
guardian replied that he had expended for her more than was due her. 
This was a demand and refusal, a denial of any liability or trust in 
respect to the plaintiff. This action was begun 24 September, 1888. 
This was more than fifteen years after the plaintiff became of age, being 
then discovert, and more than ten years after the demand and refusal. 
The statute, having begun to run, could not be stopped hy the subsequent 
marriage of the plaintiff. The Code, sec. 169. 

In any aspect of the case, the:claim of the plaintiff was barred by the 
statute of limitations, and the court below should have dismissed the 
action. : 


Merrtmon, C. J., dissenting: I am of opinion that the plaintifi’s 
cause of action is not barred by any statute of limitations. The intes- 
tate of the defendant was her guardian, a trustee of an.express trust, 
which has never been closed as required by the statute pertinent (‘The 
Code, secs. 1617, 1619), or otherwise, nor did the intestate at any time 
deny or disavow ‘the trust. In such case no statute of limitations apples. 
In Grant v. Hughes, 94 N. C., 231, the Court say: “The action is not 
brought upon the official bond as administrator of the testator of the 
defendant. It is brought to compel an account and settlement of the 
estate of the intestate of the plaintiff in his hands in his lifetime. He 
was a trustee of an express trust, and the statute of limitations did not 
_ apply.” 

This case was afterwards cited in Woody v. Brooks, 102 N. C., 334, 
with approval, and the late Chief Justice Smith said, among other 
things: “Until a final account is filed and audited, there can be no bar, 
nor is there any as to a balance admitted to be due by such final 
account, unless the executor or administrator can show that he ( 5 ) 
has disposed of it in some way authorized by law, or unless there 
has been.a demand and refusal to pay such admitted balance, in which 
case the action is barred in three years after such demand and refusal.” 
In this case the intestate never accounted by filing any final account; 
there was no admitted balance, nor did he ever come to an account or 
settlement in any way with the plaintiff. This express trust remains to 
this day unclosed. -Other decisions to the like effect might be cited. 
| | 3 | 
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Furthermore, in my judgment, there was no sufficient evidence—none 
that should be treated as evidence—of a demand on the part of the 
plaintiff upon the intestate, her guardian, that he come to an account 
and settlement with her, and a refusal on his part to do so. The intes- 
tate of the defendant was the plaintiff’s guardian and her uncle; he had 
never accounted as such, had neglected to state and file accounts as the 
statute required. Twice she wrote him, saying, in substance, that she 
hoped there was something due her as his ward. He simply said, hastily, 
in reply, that she had already received more than was due her. What 
she thus said could not fairly, especially in view of the relations of the 
parties, be treated as a demand for a settlement, nor what the intestate 
said a refusal to account. The parties had not reached the point of 
demand on one side and refusal on the other. The plaintiff did not say, 
or mean to say, “You owe me, and I demand a settlement,” nor did the 
guardian say, or intend to say, “I do not owe you; I will not account, 
with you; seek your legal remedy,” or the substance of that. The lan- 
guage was not fairly that of demand and refusal. In such cases the 
demand and refusal should be clear and unmistakable. Here the plain- 
tiff was the niece of her guardian. She simply made a timid inquiry 
and. noquiver. of the latter. He did not say, “I am ready to account with 

you,” as he ought to have done and was bound to do, no doubt, 
( 6 ) because he did not understand that a demand of settlement was 

made upon him. The guardian was derelict, never accounted; 
the plaintiff was trustful and confiding, and hence loses any sum due 
her! I do not think the law so intends. 

Per Curiam. : 7 : Error. 


Cited: Brawley v. Brawley,.109 N. C., 525; Culp v. Lee, ib., 678; 
. Koonce v. Pelletier, 115 N. C., 235; Figuse v. Aeweld. 122 N. C., 222; 
Dunn v. Beaman, 126 N. C., 769; Self v. Shugart, 185 N. C., 187, 188, 
190, 197; Edwards v. ye 136 N. C., 331; Brown v. Wilson, 174 
N. CG. 670; Whate v. Scott, 178 N.C., 680. 


CHANEY ASHBY V2 JAMES H. PAGE. 


| Apprentice—Parent and Child—A ppeal—Res Judicata—Practice. 


From a judgment of the Superior Court affirming an order of the clerk. appren- 
ticing and awarding the custody of a child, the mother appealed to the | 
Supreme Court, where the judgment wag held to be erroneous, upon the 
ground that the facts found did not warrant it. When the matter came 
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again before the Superior Court upon the certificate of the Supreme Court, 
additional evidence was heard, which brought the case within the statute: 
Held— . 


4 The judgment of the Supreme Court was not res judicata, and that it was | 
proper for the court below to hear the matter de novo. 


2. It was competent for the judge to determine the matter without sending it 
back to the clerk. 


3. Where it is found that the mother is a person of bad character and unfit to 
: have the, care of her child, it may be apprenticed by the clerk to another 
person, under the statute (Laws 1889, ch. 169). 


Apprat from McCorkle, J., at Fall Term, 1890, of Sroxzs. 

On a former appeal, reported in 106 N. C., 398, this Court found 
error in the ruling below. 

On 21 May, 1890, soon after said opinion had been filed, and before. 
the next succeeding term of Stokes Superior Court, the plaintiff sued out 
a petition of habeas corpus, which defendant answered, 26 May, 
but, by successive continuances, the matter went over to the Fall ( 7 ) 
Term, at which time the Court heard additional affidavits from 
the defendant, the plaintiff excepting. Counter-affidavits were then 
offered by the plaintiff. The Court found as facts that the plaintiff had 
three bastard children (one of them the child in controversy) before her 
present marriage; that she had placed the child with the defendant when 
it was small, and he had reared it; that she is a woman of bad character 
for virtue and morality, and that she 1s not a fit person to have the cus- 
tody of the child; that the defendant is a man of good moral character 
and a suitable person to have the custody of it, and remanded it to him 
by virtue of the BPErCnUcesmp heretofore one by the clerk of the 
‘Superior Court. 

The defendant apriealed. and assigned as error: 

1. That the Court erred in hearing additional evidence, as the matter 
was res judicata. 

2. That, by virtue of the decision of the Supreme Court, the plaintiff 
was entitled to judgment directing the child to be delivered to her. 

8. That the child did not come under any of the provisions of chapter 
169, Laws 1889, and plaintiff was entitled to its custody. 

ne That by virtue of said act, and in the status of the cause, the Court 
had no jurisdiction to pass upon the right and propriety of allowing the 
defendant to hold the custody of the child. 3 

This cause was submitted in this Court on printed briefs, mee oral 
argument, under Rule 10. | 
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A. M. Stack (by brief) for plaintiff. 
W. W. King (by ees ) ie defendant. 


Crark, J., ses stating the ease: The decision of this Court on ihe 
former hearing, Ashby v. Page, 106 N. C., 328, was that there was error, 
because the facts as found by the court below did not bring the 
( 8 ) case within any of the five classes which the clerk was authorized 
to apprentice by chapter 169, Acts 1889. There was no final — 
judgment here, and the cause stood on the docket of the court below for 
a new trial at the first term held after the certificate was sent down from 
this Court. Laws 1887, ch. 192, sec. 3. The attempted habeas corpus 
proceeding was irregular, as the defendant had possession of the child 
under the order of the Court (The Code, sees. 1645, 1646), and, though 
this Court had held there was error, no judgment had been given for 
plaintiff. on the merits, and the matter stood for proper action at the 
‘next term. The habeas corpus proceeding seems to have been in the 
nature of a petition in the cause. It could serve no purpose, and may 
be treated as mere surplusage. The plaintiff contends, however, that the 
opinion of this Court was a finality, and that it was error in the court 
below to hear additional testimony. To this we do not assent. This 
Court decided that the facts found did not warrant the judgment that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to the custody of the child. It was compe- 
tent for the court below to hear any additional testimony, and it was its 
duty to find the facts before entering its judgment. In Jones v. Swep- 
son the Court had, on the former appeal (79 N. C., 510), held that there 
was error, and the Court, on the second appeal (94 N. C., 700), say 
(Smith, C. J.), in passing upon the same point now before us: “We 
think it clear that a new trial, awarded for some vitiating illegal ruling 
which may be reasonably supposed to have influenced the verdict, re- 
opens the controversy for the admission of any evidence that is itself 
competent and ought to have been received, if offered, at the first trial. 
This is equally true when the judge assumes the function of passing 
upon the evidence and determining the facts upon which the judgment 
is founded.” The decision of this Court that there was error had the 
effect to set aside the former decision, and the cause ‘stood for 
( 9 ) trial on the merits de novo. The present case and the one just 
cited differ, therefore, somewhat, from Jones v. Thorne, 80 N. C., 
- %2; Sanderson v. Daily, 83 N. C., 67; Mabry v. Henry, tb., 298; Roulhac 
v. Brown, 87 N. C., 1; Pasour v. Lineberger; 90 N. C., 159; Wingo v. 
Watson, 98 N. C., 482, and the like. In those cases certain interlocu- 
tory orders as to refusing injunctions, appointing receivers, vacating 
attachments, and the like, were held to be res judicata, unless affidavits 
were presented showing additional facts subsequently transpiring, or at 
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least facts making an entirely different ground for the relief already 
refused. Here the Court, on appeal, has adjudged that the facts found 
did not warrant the judgment, and on the new trial the appellee has 
made out a stronger case. 

The present finding of the court below upon the additional evidence 
offered is that the plaintiff is a woman of bad character and not a fit 
person to have the custody of the child, who is without a father. This 
brings the case within the fourth class of section 2, chapter 169, Laws 
1889, and the clerk was authorized to apprentice the child to the de 
fendant. 

This being an appeal to the Superior Court from the clerk, it was 
competent for the judge, instead of sending the case back to the clerk, to 
proceed to hear and determine the matters in controversy himself. Laws 
1887, ch. 276. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Beville v. Cow, 109 N. C., 267; Hunter v. R. B., 163 N. C., 288. 


(10) 
C. J. HUDSON v. D. B. JORDAN. 


Witness—Parties to Actions—Comments of Counsel—fRegistration— 
Hvidence—F raud. , 


1. The fact that a party to an action, who is present at the trial, does not be- 
come a witness in explanation of suspicious circumstances affecting the 
integrity of his conduct, and about which he has peculiar means of infor- 
mation, is a legitimate subject for comment by counsel, notwithstanding 
the deposition of such party, made on the application of his adversary, has 
been introduced by himself. (Merrrimon, C. J., dissenting.) 


2. As between the parties, there being no question of title arising from prior 
registration of junior deeds, a deed registered after the commencement of 
an action is admissible in evidence. 


8. Although the vendor at the time of the alleged fraudulent conveyance re- 
tained property sufficient to pay his indebtedness, and although the vendee 
paid the purchase-money, yet if the conveyance was made with the intent 
to defraud creditors, and this was known to and participated in by the 
vendee, the deed is void as to the creditors. 


Action tried at February Term, 1891, of Sampson, Graves, J., pre- 
siding. 

The action is.to recover land. The title was in issue. On the trial the 
plaintiff put in evidence a deed to him from the sheriff of Wayne, dated 
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10 March, 1890. The land embraced by this deed is the same as that 
the subject of this action, and was sold to satisfy certain judgments for 
money against E. B. Jordan. Those judgments, the executions issued 
upon the same, and the returns by the sheriff thereof were also put in 
evidence. “In order to estop defendant, plaintiff introduced in evidence 
a certified copy of a deed from E. B. J ordan (above named) and wife to | 
D. B. Jortlan, the defendant, dated 9 February, 1889, and duly proved 
and recorded in the office of Register of Deeds of Warne, which was 
admitted to cover the land in controversy, which deed recites a considera- 

tion of $1,500.” The plaintiff alleged that this deed was fraudu- 
(11) lent, made by the defendant in the judgments above mentioned to 

the present defendant, his son, to defraud the ereditors of the 
former, and he produced evidence tending to prove such fraudulent pur- 
pose, and that the defendant paid nothing for the land, etc. 

Defendant then introduced his examination, had before the Clerk of 
the Superior Court of Wayne, at the instance of the plaintiff, under sec- 
tions 581 and 582 of The Code. 

Defendant introduced in his behalf his mother, who testified, among 
other things, that the money for the land was paid by D. B. Jordan to 
E. B. Jordan in her presence, no one except herself, her husband and 
son being present; that 1t was paid in a bundle and was not counted, 
and she could not say how much there was, but she heard him say there 
was $1,100 or $1,200; that she took the money and put it in her hand- 
satchel and carried it home, and that might gave it to her husband, and 
has not seen it since. . 

In reply, plaintiff introduced evidence tending to prove that the de- 
fendant had been in Pender County only one year before the deed was 
executed by him, and that he was insolvent when he went to Pender. 

E. B. Jordan was present in court during the whole of the trial, as was 
also the defendant, and neither of them was introduced as a witness. 
During the progress of the argument one of plaintifi’s counsel was pro- 
ceeding to comment on the failure of E. B. Jordan and D. B. Jordan to 
take the stand as witnesses, when the defendant objected that it was 
improper to comment on his failure to take the stand. His Honor over- 
ruled the objection, and defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant 
appealed. 


(12) C. B. Aycock and G. V. Strong for plaintiff. 
George Rountree and H. L. Stevens for defendant. 


Cxuark, J. The first three exceptions were without merit, and were 
abandoned on the argument. : 
8 
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The fourth exception was: “The defendant was present in court dur- 
ing the whole of the trial. The plaintiff’s counsel was proceeding to 
comment on the failure of the defendant to take the stand as a witness, 
when defendant objected that it was improper to comment on his failure 
to take the stand. The court overruled the objection, and defendant 
excepted.” There is no exception to the nature of the comments of coun- 
sel as being an abuse of the privilege of counsel, and an exception of that 
kind must be made at the time, or it is waived. . S. v. Suggs, 89 N. C., 
527; S.v. Lewis, 93 N.C., 581; 8. v. Powell, 106 N. C., 635. 

The point presented is the right to comment on the fact that the oppo- 
site party in a civil action does not go upon the stand as a witness in his 
own behalf, The Code, sec. 1853, prohibits such comment as to the 
defendant in a criminal action, but there is no such inhibition in regard 
to parties in civil actions. Whatever may have been the intimations of 
- the Court in the earlier cases, when the statute allowing parties to civil 
actions to testify (The Code, sec. 1350) was fresh and considered almost 
revolutionary, there was never any statute prohibiting such comments 
in civil cases; and it has been settled in Goodman v. Sapp, 102 N. C., 
A477, that the caeroducton or nonintroduction of a party as a. witness in 
his own behalf is the subject of comment exactly as the introduction or 
nonintroduction of any other witness would be. There was evidence. 
tending to show, and which the jury found did show, fraud on the part 
of the defendant, He was in court and heard it. The truth of the facts 
was peculiarly within his knowledge, and he was a competent witness. 
That he failed to go upon the stand and contradict evidence affect- 
ing him so nearly was a pregnant circumstance which the jury (13 ) 
might well consider, and which counsel, within proper limits, 
might call to their attention. 

It is contended, however, that while this is generally true, this case is 
an exception, because the plaintiff had caused the examination of the 
defendant to be taken prior to the trial, as authorized by The Code, secs. 
581, 582. That proceeding is a substitute for the bill of discovery under 
the former practice (section 579), and the plaintiff could have rebutted 
his deposition on the trial by adverse testimony (section 583). Besides, 
the deposition was put in evidence by the defendant himself, and the 
plaintiff “did not make one his witness by taking his deposition which 
he declined to read.” Pearson, J.,in Neil v. Childs, 32 N. C., 195. 

Every one knows that, as a matter of practice, the evidence of a wit- 
ness viva voce is usually more effective with a jury than the reading of 
a deposition; and, again, one of the recognized aids to a jury in arriving 
at the truth of controverted facts is the bearing of a witness on the stand, 
his manner in giving in his testimony, his frankness or efforts at con- 
cealment, and the like. That the defendant, who was in court when his 
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character for truth and honesty was so strongly impeached, should pre- 
fer to put in his deposition and deprive himself of the benefit of his viva 
voce testimony, and the jury of the advantage of seeing his bearing and 
manner on the stand, was surely a subject of legitimate comment. It 
was open to his seunsel to argue that it proceeded from delicacy and a 
sense of propriety, but that it did not deprive the plaintiff’s counsel from 
calling attention, in a proper way, to the fact that the defendant pre- 
ferred giving the jury his deposition instead of the benefit of a personal 
examination before them. There was no exception that the comments 
of plaintiff’s counsel were of a nature to be an abuse of the privilege. 
Besides, there was brought out on the trial for the first time the material 

testimony that the money was handed over in a package un- 
(14) counted; the plaintiffs mother, who was relied on as a witness to 

prove the payment of money, not knowing, therefore, how much 
it was; and, further, that the defendant went to Pender only one year 
before the deed was executed to him, and that he was insolvent when he 
went there. That the defendant did not explain these circumstances, 
which did not appear in the deposition, of itself made it legitimate to 
comment upon his failure to go upon the stand. It is not always proper 
to comment upon the fact that any one does not go upon the stand. 
‘When, however, the witness is in court and can give important informa- 
tion to the court and jury in their search after the truth, the fact that 
he is not called by the party who should put him on the stand js a sub- 
ject of proper criticism, and it makes no difference (in a civil case) that 
such witness is a party to the suit. 

The fifth exception is that plaintiff’s deed, though executed before 
action brought, was not registered till the same day the summons was 
issued. The plaintiff had the equitable title without registration, and 
could introduce the deed as evidence if registered the very day of the 
trial. There is no question here of the prior registration of a junior 
deed which would defeat plaintiff’s claim. Laws 1885, ch. 147. 

The sixth exception is that the court charged the jury: “If they 
should find that E. B. Jordan (the father of the defendant and the. 
grantor in the deed) reserved sufficient, ample and available property to 
pay all his debts existing at the time of the execution of the deed to the 
defendant, and if they should also find that the purchase-money was paid 
by the defendant, yet if they should find that E. B. Jordan made said 
deed with intent to defraud his creditors, and that intent was known to 
and participated in by the defendant, the deed would be void.” This 
charge is supported by Savage v. Knight. 92° N. C., 493; Woodruff v. 
Bowles, 104 N. C., 197. 
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Mzrrimon, C. J., dissenting: Generally, a party to an action (15) 
may, but he is not bound to, become a witness in his own behalt 
on the trial, and that he does not, ordinarily creates no presumption to 
his prejudice, nor is the fact that he does not, the proper subject of com- 
ment to the jury by counsel in his argument to them upon the evidence. 
But when the evidence tends to prove material facts to the prejudice of 
a party as to facts, matters and things apparently within his knowledge, 
or that ought so to be, and he could contradict, modify or explain such 
adverse evidence, and he is present at the trial, or might conveniently be, 
and he fails to testify, as he might do, that he does not, is a subject fairly 
to be commented upon by the opposing party. If a party can, and has 
opportunity to, contradict, modify or explain any evidence produced on 
the trial to his prejudice, and he will not, the fair and reasonable infer- 
ence is that he cannot, such inference being more or less strong, accord- 
ing to the attending circumstances. A party should, in justice to the 
court and jury, as well as to himself, produce competent evidence to 
prove his side of the case as clearly and strongly as he well can, without 
regard to a very nice or fanciful sense of delicacy on his part as to 
becoming a witness in his own behalf. A judicial trial is practical and 
earnest, and the purpose is to truly ascertain the material facts in issue, — 
and to this end, all, certainly sufficient, competent evidence should be 
produced, whether the witnesses be the parties or otherwise. It is strong 
circumstantial evidence against a party that he omits to give evidence 
to repel circumstances and evidence to his prejudice which he has power 
to produce and will not, and it is not otherwise when he may do so by 
himself as a witness and will not. What I have thus said is fully sus- 
tained by what is decided and said, pertinent here, in Goodman v. Sapp, 
102 N. C., 477; Chambers v. Greenwood, 68 N. C., 274; Gragg v. Wag- 
ner, 17 N. C., 246; Black v. Wright, 831 N. C., 447. 

In this case I am of opinion that the failure of the defendant (16 ) 
to become a witness in his own behalf would have been a subject 
of fair comment but for the important fact that the plaintiff him- 
self examined him before the trial, as allowed by the statute (The Code, 
secs. 581, 582), and his examination was duly filed by the clerk before 
whom the same was taken. That examination was very thorough and 
searching, embracing, substantially and very fully, the matters and 
things as to which the plaintiff’s counsel complained he had not testified 
about on the trial, as he might have done. The plaintiff did not put 
such examination in evidence on the trial, as he had the right to do, but 
the defendant did, as he might do. The statute (The Code, sec. 582) 
expressly provides that such examination “may be read by either party 
on the trial.” It was evidence for the defendant, subject to be rebutted 
by adverse testimony of the plaintiff and commented upon by counsel to 
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the jury. While the defendant was not examined before the jury, he 
was examined in a way allowed by law, and his evidence was before them 
for all pertinent purposes. Nevertheless, the plaintiff’s counsel was 
allowed to make strong and prolonged comments, not simply upon his 
testimony as given, but as well upon the fact that he was not again 
examined and in the presence of the jury. He and his counsel, no doubt, 
thought that the examination of him by the plaintiff was full and suf- 
ficient. 

Inasmuch as the defendant had thus been examined, I think the court 
erred in allowing the counsel to complain and comment and lay great 
stress upon the fact that he was not examined, at his own instance, in 
the presence of a jury. It is altogether probable that the very forcible 
comment had undue weight with them. The clear tendency of it was 
to strongly incline and prejudice them against the defendant because 
he had not been reéxamined before them, when, in fact, he had been 

examined very thoroughly by the plaintiff in a way he chose, and 

(17) that examination was before them to be commented upon by coun- 

sel. It might be that if the plaintiff had, before the introduction 

of evidence on the trial was closed, notified the defendant that his coun- 

sel would comment before the jury on the fact that he abstained from 

going on the witness stand, the case would be different. But that case is 
not presented. | 


Per Curiam. . | Affirmed. 


‘Cited: S.c., 110 N. C., 250; Vann v. Lawrence, 111 N. C., 34; Caw- 
field v. BR. R., tb., 603; Byrd v. Hudson, 113 N. C., 212; Allen vo. McLen- 
don, tb., 324; S. v. Hill, 114 N. C., 783; Bank v. Bridgers, ib., 389; Cox 
wv. R. R., 126 N. C., 106; Ledford v. Emerson, 141 N. C., 598; Powell v. 
Strickland, 168 N. C., 402; Irvin v. KR. R., 164 N. C., 16; Davis v. 
Smoot, 176 N. C., 541. 3 


* 


CALVIN McKESSON, Apmr. or WESLEY McKESSON, v. G. C. SMART zr at. 
Evidence, Secondary—Lost Records—‘Diligent Search.” 


1. If an officer charged with the custody of records and papers testifies that he 

made “diligent search” for, but could not find them, a presumption arises 
that the search was made in the places where the documents were usually 
kept, or likely to be found, and it is not essential the court should inguire 
into the particulars of the search before admitting secondary evidence of 
the contents of the missing papers. It seems, the rule is different where 
the witness was not specially entrusted with the documents, 
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2. Where a justice of the peace testified he had made diligent search for cer- 
tain records of his office, but could not find them: Held, that thereupon 
secondary evidence of their contents became competent. 


Apprat from a justice’s court, tried before Bynum, J., at Spring 
Term, 1890, of Mircowstt. 

The plaintiff complained upon an account for $63. The defendant 
denied the indebtedness, and also plead as an estoppel that the same 
cause of action had been sued upon in another and different action before 
a justice of the peace, based upon the same cause of action, and deter- 
mined in favor of the defendant, and that from such judgment the . 
plaintiff did not appeal. In support of this plea the defendant (18 ) 
introduced J. M. Riddle, who testified that “he was acting justice 
of the peace in 1889, and that during his term of office the plaintifi’s 
intestate brought an action against the defendant before him, and that _ 
he tried and determined the same.” Defendant then asked witness where 
were the records of the trial referred to. To this, witness replied “that 
he had his docket, but the case had never been put upon it; the other 
records of the trial were lost or destroyed; that he had made diligent 
search for them, but could not find them.” Defendant then proposed to 
prove by witness the contents of the lost records. To this plaintiff 
objected. The objection was sustained by the court, and the defendant 
excepted. : . 

The court charged the jury at this point that there was no evidence 
of a former trial of this action, and that they would not consider this 
question or plea. Judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


W. B. Councill for plaintiff. 
_ No counsel for defendant. 


Avery, J. The witness, a justice of the peace, had failed to enter the 
case upon his docket, and testified that he had made “diligent search” 
for the other papers and could not find them, and that they were lost or 
destroyed. He was the custodian of these quast records, the contents of 
which were important to show a former trial and judgment which would 
operate as an estoppel against the plaintiff in this action. The inevita- 
ble inference is that, being an officer, entrusted by the State of North 
Carolina with judicial power and the custody of the process and papers 
pertaining to his position, he had sufiicient knowledge of the language 
used in every-day life to know that he could not make diligent search for 
these particular documents among the papers of another person, 
or in any place except where he usually kept his own official (19 ) 
papers, or actually knew that they had been deposited. Making 
diligent search could not imply less than a careful hunting for them 
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there; it might have meant more—that in addition he had examined 
some other locality where he had, contrary to his usual custom, left 
them. When the clerk of a court testifies that he has made diligent 
search for a record belonging to the court, the testimony ex vi termint 
implies an examination of the place where he usually deposits such a 
paper. The judge is not expected to inquire or require counsel to ask 
how long a time the officer consumed in the search, in what corner of the 
room he usually kept the paper, how: many packages he opened, whether 
he had adopted a good system of classification and arrangement of docu- 
ments, and so on ad infinitum, in order to satisfy himself from this 
detailed statement that the search was in truth diligent, because every 
corner of an apartment or every pigeon-hole in a desk was ransacked. 
The preliminary inquiry addressed to the court is whether the evidence 
raises a reasonable presumption that the instrument has been lost. Best 
on Ey., 451; Gillis v. R. R., post, 441. In order to raise this presump- 
tion, it would not have been sufficient to have asked some person who 
did not appear to be charged by the law with the custody of the papers 
whether he had made diligent search, and to have received the answer 
that he had. But if the custodian had even stated how he searched the 
usual depository and failed to find the papers, and had also said that 
A. B. had some time before the search taken them to his house and had 
not, so far as he knew, returned them, it would have become necessary 
to call and examine A. B. Taylor on Evidence. 

The witness testified that the papers had been in existence and in his 
care; that he still had his docket, upon which he had failed to enter the 

case. If his Honor had admitted the evidence, it still remained 
(20) for the jury to pass upon its sufficiency to show the contents. The | 

findings by the judge upon the preliminary question no more 
establishes the sufficiency of the evidence to show the actual existence 
and contents of the document than does the preliminary finding upon 
which the declaration of an alleged es is admitted estapsiees 
the conspiracy. 

In Yount v. Miller, 91 N. C., 332, the pleiti proved “by M. O. Sher- 
vill, former clerk of the Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, that the 
original papers in the case of Elizabeth Yount, widow of John Yount, 
against the heirs of John Yount, had been searched for by him, and had 
been lost.” This was all of the preliminary proof offered in that case. 
The officer did not testify that he had searched diligently, as in our case, 
nor did’ he intimate where he searched. He was formerly the custodian 
as clerk of the Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, and then as clerk 

of the Superior Court had them in charge... : 
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After objection, the court admitted secondary evidence in that case 
upon the idea, of course, that sufficient proof of the loss had been offered. 
It would seem useless to add any other case from our own Reports. 

We think that it was error to refuse to admit the testimony and allow 
the jury, with proper instructions, to consider it as bearing upon the 
issues. The defendant is entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 


Cited: Isley v. Boon, 109 N, C., 559. 


rr rn ee 


( 21 ) 


CALVIN VESTAL vy. J. M. WICKER et At, 
Contract—Parol Evidence—Judgment, Satisfaction of. 


A judgment debtor conveyed to his creditor a tract of land, and thereupon the 
latter executed to the former a bond, conditioned to convey the title to the 
same land whenever the sum therein mentioned—being identical with the 

- amount due upon the judgment—was paid: Held, that parol evidence was 
admissible to show that the deed was executed in full payment and dis- 
charge of the judgment. 


Morrow for leave to issue execution, made before the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Moors, on 15 August, 1887, after notice to the de- 
fendants. 

The judgment was recovered in the Superior Court of said county on 
10 February, 1879. 

The defendant Wicker filed a written answer to the motion, in wnceh 
he alleged that he had paid the judgment in full. Thereupon, an issue of 
fact having been raised, the cause was transferred to the civil issue 
docket for trial. 

The issue was tried at October Term, 1890, of Moore, before Graves, 
J. It was admitted on the trial that S. aa Buchanan: a surety, paid the 
amount of said judgment to the plaintiff, Vestal, and had the same 
assigned to one Joseph Buchanan, for his benefit, on 4 August, 1879, and 
that said S. H. Buchanan now is, and has ever since been, the beneficial 
owner of said judgment; that thereafter, to wit, on 26 January, 1880, 
the defendant Wicker executed and delivered a warranty deed to said 
S. H. Buchanan for a certain interest in a tract of land in Chatham 
County in consideration of $413.73, and on the same day the said S. H. 
Buchanan executed and delivered to said Wicker-a bond for title to said 
land, agreeing to execute to him a deed upon the payment of the 
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(22) above named amount, with interest. Said deed and bond for title 
were introduced in evidence and read. The defendant proposed 

to prove that it was agreed between Wicker and Buchanan, at the time 
said deed was executed and delivered, that said deed was given in full 
payment of the amount that Buchanan had paid to Vestal in satisfaction 
of his judgment. ’ 

The plaintiff objected. Evidence allowed. Exception. 

All the issues were found in favor of the defendants, and from the 
judgment thereon the plaintiff appealed. 


J.C. Black for plaintiff. : 
John W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Crarx, J. It was admitted that the defendant Wicker, the judgment 
debtor, had executed to S. H. Buchanan, to whose use the judgment had 
been assigned, a deed for a certain tract of land, which deed recited as 
its consideration the exact amount due by the judgment. It did not tend 
to vary or contradict the deed in any way to admit parol evidence that 
the deed was given in consideration of the satisfaction of the judgment. 
It was, however, further in evidence that Buchanan, the beneficial owner 
of the judgment, had, on the same day the said deed was executed to him 
by Wicker, executed a bond to Wicker to make title back for-the said 
tract upon payment of a sum which was the same as that named as the 
consideration in the deed, and which was also the amount of the judg- 
ment. It was, therefore, contended that, taking the deed and bond for 
title together, the legal effect was the same as if a mortgage had been 
executed by the judgment debtor to the owner of the judgment. 

We cannot see that it makes any difference whether it was an absolute 
deed, a conditional sale, or a mortgage. If the agreement between the 

parties was that the mortgage (treating it as such) was taken in 

(283) full satisfaction of the judgment, this could be shown by parol. 
- Whether it was taken as additional security, as partial satisfac- 
tion, or in full satisfaction of the judgment, was a question of fact for 
the jury. Such agreement to cancel a judgment is not required to be in 
writing, nor is it essential that the cancellation should be entered on the 
judgment docket, if, in fact, the agreement to cancel and the payment of 
the consideration therefor are proven. A judgment creditor, rather than 
embarrass his debtor by having a judgment lien on all his realty, might 
consent to accept in satisfaction a mortgage for the same amount on one 
single tract; or, if doubtful of the sufficiency of his debtor’s realty above 
the homestead, he might prefer the mortgage on part of the realty as a 
better security; or other motives might move the parties. The question — 
16 
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is simply one of fact for the jury to determine whether or not the trans- 
actlon and agreement were a novation of the debt and satisfaction of 
the judgment, | of 

The bond to make title recites that the deed was executed to secure to 
Buchanan the amount of the judgment, and if the land should sell for 
more than enough to pay the judgment, interest and costs of sale, the 
surplus to be paid to Wicker. But it is not stated therein whether such 
security was additional to or in satisfaction of the judgment. It was 
not necessary that such collateral agreement should be in writing, and 
when this is so, if only part of the agreement is reduced to writing, the 
other part can be shown by parol. Terry v. BR. R., 91 N. C., 236; Cum- 
ming v. Barber, 99 N. C., 332. It is true that in all such cases the pre- 
sumption is that the conveyance is intended as additional security, and 
not in satisfaction of the preceding debt. Hyman v. Devereux, 63 N. C., 
624. But there is no exception to the instruction to the jury. The sole 
question presented is as to the admissibility of parol testimony. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Hicks v. Kenan, 189 N. C., 346. 


| ( 24 ) 
STATE ex get. W. T. HODGE v. THE MARIETTA AND NORTH 
GEORGIA RAILROAD. 


Penalty—Party—C onstitution—A mendment—School Fund. 


1. The penalty prescribed by The Code, sec. 1960, against corporations for fail- 
ure to make the returns required by the preceding section can only be 
recovered in an action brought by the State. A private relator cannot 
maintain the action. 


2. While an amendment substituting parties can be allowed in the Supreme 
Court, it will not be permitted when it will put the opposite party to a 
disadvantage. 


3. In this case the motion to substitute the County Board of Education of 
Wake as party plaintiff is denied. The State alone is authorized to sue. 


Appear from MacRae, J., at April Term, 1890, of Waxxz. 

The defendant failed to make the annual report to the Governor 
required by the statute (The Code, sec. 1959) for the year ending 30 
September, 1888. The relator brought this action in the name of the 
State to recover the penalty of $500 prescribed and allowed by the statute 
(The Code, sec. 1960) in ease of such failure. 
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The defendant demurred to the complaint, and assigned as grounds of 
demurrer : | 
“4, That said complaint does not state facts aceon to constitute a 
cause of action, in this: That upon the facts herein stated, no cause of 
action hath accrued to the said W. T. Hodge under the laws of North 
Carolina to demand and have of this defendant the sum of $500, but that 
upon said facts a cause of action hath accrued to the State of North Caro- 
lina to demand and have of this defendant the said sum of $500, to be 
faithfully appropriated for establishing and maintaining free public 
schools in the proper county or counties of this State, under section 5, 
Article TX of the Constitution of said State. 

: “2. That it appears upon the face of said complaint that W. T. 
(25) Hodge is not the proper relator of the plaintiff, and that this 

action cannot be maintained by the State of North Carolina upon 
the relation of said W. T. Hodge.” 

The court sustained the demurrer and dismissed the action. The 
relator, having excepted, appealed to this Court. 

In this Court “the County Board of Edueation for the County of 
Wake” moved that it be made a party plaintiff. 


Armistead Wands and R. O. Burton, Jr., for Hodge. 

S. G. Ryan and J. N. Holding for County Commissioners. 

R. H. Battle, T. C. Fuller, A. W. Haywood, George V. Strong, F. Hy 
Busbee, John Devereux, Jr., and J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Crarx, J. We concur in the conclusion reached by the learned judge 
who tried this cause below. 

The statute prescribing the penalty sued for in this action (The Code, 
sec. 1960) 1s as follows: “Any such corporation (railroad) which shall 
neglect to make the report as provided in the preceding section (1959) 
shall be liable to a penalty of five hundred dollars, to be sued for in the 
name of the State of North Carolina in the Superior Court of Wake 
County.” The Constitution, Art. IX, sec. 5, provides that “the clear 
proceeds of all penalties and forfeitures,” etc., shall be “faithfully appro- 
priated for establishing and maintaining free public schools.” It is 
immaterial as to this action whether, by this clause of the Constitution, 
all penalties and forfeitures are appropriated to the public schools with- 
out power in the Legislature to give the penalty in any case to “the 
party suing for the same,” or to “the party aggrieved,” or whether 
the true construction is that the constitutional provision devotes 
to the school fund such penalties and forfeitures only as by the 

| several statutes imposing them shall accrue to the State, as 
(26) was held in Katzenstein v. BR. R., 84 N. C., 688, and we 
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leave that question open. However that may be, the penalty here, in 
any event, goes to the State. The act creating it (The Code, sec. 1960, 
supra) does not contemplate that any private person may sue for and 
recover the penalty. The act is to enforce a duty in which the public 
generally is interested, and as to which there could be, properly, no “per- 
son aggrieved.” It requires the penalty “to be sued for in the name of 
the State of North Carolina in the Superior Court of Wake County.” 
This is a clear expression, as it seems to us, of the legislative intent that 
the penalty should be sued for and recovered by the State. If, on the 
contrary, it had been intended to give the penalty to any person who 
would sue therefor, the statute would either have so stated or would 
have imposed the penalty without further provision. In the latter case 
there might have been ground for the plaintifi’s contention that, by vir- 
tue of The Code, sec. 1212,. he is entitled to recover it. That section 
enacts that when the act imposing a penalty does not provide “to what 
person the penalty is given, it may be recovered by any one who will sue 
for the same, and for his own use.” But here the statute imposing the 
penalty provides for its recovery by the State, and the Constitution 
devotes Such penalties and forfeitures to the school fund. 

In this Court the County Board of Education of Wake asked to be 
substituted as relator, or as party plaintiff, under the provisions of The 
Code, sec. 965. This Court has power to make such substitution of par- 
ties in proper cases (Grant v. Rogers, 94 N. C., 755; Wilson v. Pearson, 
102 N..C., 290), provided the opposite party is put to no disadvantage. 
_ Justices of Tyrrell v. Simmons, 48 N. C., 187; Grant v. Rogers, supra. 
The amendment cannot be allowed, because the law confers no right upon 
the County Board of Education of Wake to maintain the action. That 
right is vested solely in the State, and it has not asked to be substituted 
as a party. 

The demurrer to the complaint Hugtue been sustained, the usual ( 27 ) 
course is to dismiss the action, unless plaintiff asks and j is allowed 
to amend. Netherton v. Candler, 78 N. C., 88. This was not the case 
here. The judgment dismissing the action is affirmed. 


Avery, J., concurring: I concur in the opinion of the Court, but I do 
not wish to be misunderstood as endorsing the principle laid down in 
Katzenstein v. RB. R., 84 N. C., 688. Should a case be presented involy- 
ing the question whether the whole of a penalty can be given by statute 
to an informer, I should be in favor of overruling the doctrine estab- 
lished in that case. I am not willing to concede that a constitutional 
provision, made by the people in convention assembled, can be restricted 
in its application because of the terms of some preéxisting statute; and 
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if the point should be raised in future, I should feel it my duty to give at 
length my reasons for withholding my assent to such a principle. For 
the present 1 am content to state my legal conclusions. 

I think that the Legislature may give one-half, or some other propor- 
tion deemed reasonable, as a reward to an informer, and the residue 
would then be the net prosecda which the Constuncon devotes to the 
school fund of the counties. I think that the net proceeds of all penal- 
ties collected in the courts of justices of the peace, Criminal and Supe- 
rior courts, should be paid over to the treasurers of the counties, to con- 
stitute a part of their school fund, while the penalties collected under 
town ordinances do not come qathia the constitutional provision, and 
may be given by law for the support of a city or town. 


Merrimon, C. J., concurring: The statute (The Code, sec. 1959) 
requires every railroad company to make annual report to the Governor 
of certain matters and things as therein prescribed; and it further pro- 

vides (The Code, sec. 1960) that “Any such corporation which 
(28) shall neglect to make the report as provided in the preceding sec- 

tion shall be hable to a penalty of $500, to be sued for in the 
name of the State of North Carolina in the Superior Court of Wake 
County.” 

The relator contends that the penalty thus prescribed is not allowed in 
favor of any particular person, or to be devoted to any specified pur- 
pose, but is allowed to any person who shall first sue for the same, and, 
therefore, he is entitled to maintain this action. “He relies upon the’ 
statute (The Code, sec. 1212), which prescribes that “When a penalty 
may be imposed by any law passed, or hereafter to be passed, and it shall 
not be provided to what person the penalty is given, it may be recovered 
by any one who will sue for the same, and for his own use.” 

On the other hand, the defendant contends that such penalty belongs 
to the State, to be devoted to the support of public schools, as required 
and directed by the Constitution (Art. IX, sec. 5), which provides as 
follows: “All moneys, stocks, bonds, and other property belong to a 
county school fund; also the net proceeds from the sale of estrays; also 
the clear proceeds of all penalties and forfeitures, and of all fines col- 
lected in the several counties for any breach of the penalty or military 
laws of the State; and all moneys which shall be paid by persons as an 
equivalent for exemption from military duty, shall belong to and remain 
in the several counties, and shall be faithfully appropriated for estab- 
lishing and maintaining free public schools in the several counties of this 
State: Provided, that the amount collected in each county shall be 
annually reported to the Superintendent of Public Instruction.” 
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It is to be observed: that. the statute (The Code, sec. 1960) above 
recited does not simply impose the penalty as therein provided; it pro- 
vides, further, that it is “to be sued for in the name of. the State 
of North Carolina in the Superior Court of Wake County.” This ( 29 ) 
provision is peculiar and unusual. It is not casual and meaning- © 
less; on the contrary, it is intended to serve an important public purpose. 
It fairly implies that the penalty, being intended to compel the perform- 
ance of a duty imposed on railroad companies, affecting the State itself 
and its purposes, and, therefore, public in its nature, must be sued for 
in the name of and for the purposes of the State, in the county where 
civil actions in which the State is solely interested are ordinarily brought 
and prosecuted. The statute is-to be treated and understood as imposing 
the penalty and directing an action to be brought in the name of and for 
the State by its proper officer when a railroad company shall incur such 
penalty. The penalty is prescribed by the section of the statute next | 
after that prescribing important duties to be discharged by railroad 
companies; and as to the action to recover the same, the language is not 
simply permissive, as that the penalty “may be sued for,” but the perti- 
- nent words employed are directory, in a sense mandatory, to wit, “to be 

sued for,” ete. It is not contemplated or intended that a private per- 
son—any person—who will sue for it may have the penalty. If it had 
been so intended, the statute would simply have imposed the penalty 
without further provision, and the general statutory provision (The 
Code, sec. 1213), which provides that “when any penalty shall be given 
by any statute, and it is not prescribed in whose name suit therefor may 
be commenced, the same shall be brought in the name of the State,” 
would apply. Tf the statute had simply prescribed the penalty, omitting 
the significant words, “to be sued for,” etc., the contention of the relator 
might have force. But those words, the provision embodied by them, 
cannot be treated as mere surplusage, without meaning; they are reason- 
ably capable of the meaning attributed to them above, and thus they 
serve an important public purpose. It must be taken that the 
Legislature intended that the penalty should be sued for in the ( 30 ) 
name of and for the State. 

The court, therefore, properly held that the relator equid not maintain 
this action. . 

It is further to be observed that the clause of the Constitution above 
recited does not prescribe penalties and forfeitures; it has reference to 
them as they are prescribed by legislative enactments. Nor does that 
clause, in terms or by necessary implication, purport to repeal or modify 
all such statutes and statutory provisions as prescribe them, so far as to 
require that such penalties and forfeitures shall all “belong to and 
remain in the several counties, and shall be faithfully appropriated for 
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establishing and maintaining free public schools in the several counties 
of this State’; nor does this clause declare that all penalties and forfeit- 
ures shall accrue, belong or go, in whole or in part, to the several coun- 
ties, and thus clearly express the purpose to modify existing pertinent 
statutes and control all future like ones. It is organic in its nature and 
purpose, not legislative; it does not intend to enlarge, abridge or at all 
interfere with the power of the Legislature in respect to penalties and 
forfeitures, or to repeal or modify statutes; it simply declares, and only 
intends to declare, what shall constitute the fund in the several counties 
of the State “for establishing and maintaining free public schools” 
therein; what moneys, stocks, bonds and other property, and what 
sources of revenue in-and of the several counties that belong to them, 
must and shall continually and perpetually constitute the fund to be 
devoted to the purposes specified. Such provision embraces all such pen- 
_alties and forfeitures, and only such as by law accrue, belong and go to 
the several counties and the county school funds, and there are many 
such. The words, “also the clear proceeds of all penalties and forfeit- 
ures,” of the clause in question, refer to and embrace only such as by 
some statute are given to the county or the county school fund. 
The whole purpose of the clause in question is to establish and 
(31) provide for a certain permanent fund for “establishing and main- 
taining free public schools in the several counties,” and to provide 
such fund out of such funds and resources as by law belong or may 
belong to the counties. At the time this clause was adopted as part of 
the Constitution, numerous statutes prescribed penalties and forfeitures, 
giving the same to counties and county school funds, while numerous 
other statutes prescribed and gave the like to divers other classes of per- 
sons. If the purpose of this provision had been to repeal or modify such 
statutes, it would and ought to have done so by appropriate reference 
and pertinent words of repeal or modification. But such words do not 
appear—simply reference is made to “all penalties and forfeitures.” 
These words, taken in connection with other words preceding and follow- 
ing them, and the purpose of the clause of which they are part, reason- 
ably imply “all penalties and forfeitures” given to the county and the 
county school fund by the statutes prescribing them. | 
Moreover, in the absence of express words or necessary implication in 
some way arising to the contrary, and in view of the purposes to be 
accomplished by penalties and forfeitures in many cases, it is altogether 
improbable that there was any intent in framing the Constitution to 
devote all penalties and forfeitures to the single purpose of free public 
schools. To so devote them in all cases would defeat, in large measure, 
the ends usually sought to be accomplished by them in the enforcement 
of statutes and the rights of individuals. 
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In Katzenstein v. R. R., 84 N. C., 688, this Court expressly held that 
the penalty sued for did ‘not belong or go to the county school fund, 
under the Constitution, Art. IX, sec. 5 (the clause now under considera- 
tion); and in numerous cases ahr the action was brought by a party 
suing in his own name or in the name of the State on his relation, 
as for a penalty given by statute to him or to whomsoever might ( 32 ) 
sue for the same, this Court has uniformly given effect to the 
statute, thus in effect interpreting the clause of the Constitution in ques- 
tion as I have done here. Branch v. R. R., 77 N. C., 347; Keeter v. RB. R., 
86 N. C., 346; Whitehead v. R. R., 87 N. C., 255; McGowan v. RB. R., 95 
N.C., 417; McGwigan v. R. B., 95 N. C., 428; Williams v. Hodges, 101 
N. C., 300; Cole v. Laws, 104 N. C., 651; and there are many other like 
cases. 

Then, as the Legislature may give 2 by statute penalties and forfeitures 
to persons and particular purposes as in its wisdom it may deem proper, 
it fairly follows that counties and county school funds are entitled to 
have only such of them as are given to them by statute, and that the 
interpretation I have given the clause of the Constitution under con- 
sideration is the correct one. If the words, “all penalties and forfeit- 
ures,” as employed in this clause, are to be limited at all (and I have 
shown they must be), then it is difficult to see how they can apply to and 
embrace any such penalties and forfeitures given by statute, otherwise 
than to counties and county school funds. How, at what point, and by 
what authority can the courts find or lay down a line of demarcation in 
the face of express statutory enactments? There is mo classification of 
the penalties and forfeitures referred to in or embraced by the clause. 
It must be construed to embrace all penalties in the most comprehensive 
sense, or only all given to counties by statute. 

The Constitution of the State of Missouri contained a clause (Art. XJ, 
sec. 8) altogether in substance and very much in terms like that of this 
State in question, and the question whether, under it, all penalties be- 
longed and went to the county school fund was directly presented to the 
Supreme Court of that State for its decision in Bennett v. R. R., 68 Mo., 
434, and that Court decided that the Legislature had power to prescribe 
to whom or to what purpose penalties should go or be devoted, and 
hence that the penalty sued for in that case did not belong or go ( 33 ) 
to the county school fund by virtue of the constitutional pro- 
vision, thus adopting the interpretation I have adopted as the true one 
in this case. The case just cited was afterwards cited and approved in 
Spellman v. f. &., 71 Mo., 434, and several other cases. Thus my view 
is fully sustained by a Supreme Court of great respectability, as well as 
by reason and principle. 
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I may add that the legislative interpretation of the clause in question, 
in numerous enactments, is not to be ignored or treated lightly. Indeed, 
such enactments are presumed to be consistent with and warranted by 
the Constitution, but not conclusively so. The courts, however, will be 
slow to declare and adjudge the contrary; they will not do so unless the 
inconsistency is clear and plain. The Legislature, at every one of its 
sessions since the adoption of the Constitution, has passed numerous 
statutes prescribing penalties and forfeitures, giving the same to parties 
and purposes other than counties and county school funds, and it seems 
never to have questioned or doubted its power and authority to do so. 

I am, therefore, of opinion that neither any county nor any school 
fund is entitled to the penalty sued for in this action, notwithstanding 
the relator is not entitled to the same. 

“The County Board of Education for the County of Wake” moved in 
this Court that it be made a party plaintiff. The motion cannot be 
allowed. It does not appear that that board has any interest in the 
action. If it be taken that it represents the county named and the 
school fund thereof, for the reasons already stated, it has no interest in 
the penalty sued for. But if it had such interest as it claims, and this 
Court has power to allow its motion, it would be unjust to do sa, and 
thus render the judgment appealed from erroneous, when, otherwise, it 

would not be so. If that board had any interest in the action that 
( 34) entitled it to be made a party thereto, it should have moved in apt 

time in the court below to be made such. No reason is shown 
why it failed to do so. In such case this Court will not allow the motion. 
Justices v. Simmons, 48 N. C., 187; Wilcox v. Hawkins, 10 N. C., 84; 
Allen v. Jackson, 86 N. C., 821; Grant v. Rogers, 94 N. C., 755. 

It is suggested that the State is entitled to the penalty sued for, that 
the relator should be treated as merely an unnecessary and improper 
party, and that the State should be allowed to further prosecute the 
action for its own benefit. But the State does not ask to be allowed to 
do this. There may be reasons why it ought not and would not bring 
and prosecute an action for such purpose. Besides, this action was not 
brought by or for the State. The relator brought it an the name of the 
State, as he insisted he had the right to do, for his own benefit and on 
his own account. This appears from the record. The complaint is 
framed and contains pertinent allegations for this purpose. The action 1s 
that of the relator, and must be so treated. S. v. Mangum, 61 N. C., 177. 

Per Curiam. | ; Affirmed. 


Cited: Foster v. Boone, 114 N. C., 177; Monger v. Kelly, 115 N. C., 
295; Sutton v. Phillips, 116 N. C., 505, 514; Carter v. R. #., 126 N.C., 
443; School Directors v. Asheville, 128 N. C., 250; School Directors v. 
Asheville, 187 N. C., 507; S. v. Maultsby, 189 N. C., 584, 
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; (35 ) 
‘FAULCON BROWNE y. THE RALEIGH AND GASTON RAILROAD 
/ COMPANY. 


Common Carrier—Passengers—Railroads—Reasonable See 
Kvidence—Burden of Proof—Negligence. 7 


1. A rule of a railroad company that passengers desiring to travel in a coach 
attached to a freight train shall enter the car at a point other than the 
station or place where persons traveling in the ordinary passenger trains 
are received is not an unreasonable regulation, provided the way by which 
the passenger is required to pass from the place tickets are furnished to 
the point of embarking is kept in proper condition. 


2. The general rule is, that passengers who are injured while getting on or off 
‘moving trains cannot recover for such injuries. 


3. The act of getting on or off a moving train is evidence of contributory neg- 
ligence, and imposes upon one who is injured in doing so the burden of 
proving that the peculiar circumstances of the case justified him in such 
course. . 


4, A common carrier of passengers is under no obligation to delay the depart- 
ure of its trains, or to look after the safety of persons who attempt to 
enter them when they have been stopped long enough to allow passengers 
to embark and disembark; but it may be liable for injuries incurred by 
one who, by the invitation or command of persons in charge of the trains, 
attempts to get on or off while the cars are in motion. 


Aotion for damages for an injury received while getting on defend- 
ant’s train, tried at September Term, 1890, of Warren, before Whit- 
aker, J. 

The plaintiff testified that he was at Wecsn depot on or about 25 
November, #889, and purchased a ticket from Macon to Vaughan, from 
Rodwell, agent of the defendant. “In a few minutes the local freight 
came to Rca Rodwell asked me if I was going off on that train, and 
I told him I was. He said to me that I had better get on; that the train 
would leave pretty soon. I asked Rodwell if it was not the duty of the 
company to pull the passenger coach to the platform. The conductor 
(Lassiter) said if I rode on that train at all I would have to go where 
the passenger coach was then standing and get on, or I would be left. 
Then the conductor went to the passenger coach and waved his engineer 
to go ahead. When I reached the coach it was slowly moving. After 
stepping on the coach and having a good footing, the sudden jerk of the 
train, with the weight of a valise in my right hand, threw me off my 
balance and caused my injury. I struck my leg against some part of the 
car step. The jerk ofthe train was caused by the engineer’s putting on 
steam. J was incapacitated from my business for about five months. 
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- (86) The coach was barely moving. I didn’t think there was any dan- 


ger. I knew that if a man jumped ¢ on a moving train it was at 
the risk of his life.” 

Robert Fisher, a witness for the plaintiff, testified : “T was at Macon 
depot on the day the injury occurred. I saw the conductor, agent, and 
plaintiff, and heard conversation between depot agent and plaintiff. 
Rodwell, the agent, said to plaintiff, ‘Are you going down on this train?” 


Plaintiff said, ‘Yes.’ Rodwell said, ‘You had better be getting on, as it 


is going away.’ Plaintiff said to agent Rodwell that he thought that it 
was the duty of the company to pull the passenger coach up to the depot; 
that he did not feel disposed to walk fifty or a hundred yards to get on 
the coach in the mud. The conductor, being present, said to the plain- 
tiff, ‘If you are going on this train you had better go ahead and get on. 
We are going away.’ Plaintiff started up the track to the coach, and 
when he was in two or three cars of the passenger coach the conductor 
waved the engineer ahead, and signaled him. to go away. The conductor 
got on the train while it was moving. When the plaintiff got on.the pas- 
senger coach the train had moved the length of two or three cars. The 
conductor got on the rear end of the coach, and he was not hurt. I saw 
the plaintiff at the time he stepped on the coach. The engine at this 
time gave a sudden jerk and increased its speed. I saw plaintiff get on 
the train, and the train go on to the next station. The passenger coach 
was 75 or 100 yards from the passenger station.” | 

Jobn Harris, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I was at Macon 


the day of the occurrence. Saw the conductor and the agent of the 


defendant company. Plaintiff told the conductor he wanted to go to 

Vaughan station on the freight. The conductor told the plaintiff that 

he was a little behind, and to go back and get on the coach. Plaintiff 

made for the coach. I did not see him get on the coach. The passenger 

coach was 50 or 60 yards from the passenger platform. It was a long 
train, the local freight.” 

(37) It was admitted that the train was a mixed one, with passenger 
coach attached. 

Fred Yancey, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I was at Macon 
depot the time plaintiff was injured. I saw the plaintiff there, and 
heard the conductor tell the plaintiff if he was going it was time he was 
getting on the car. The plaintiff asked if the passenger coach was com- 
ing any nearer. The conductor told him no. The plaintiff went toward 
the passenger coach, but I did not see him get on. He had gotten within — 
two ee three car-lengths of the passenger oe when the train began to 
move.’ 

This was all the evidence for the plaintiff as to the manner in which 
the accident occurred. 
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J. W. Lassiter, a witness for the defendant, testified: “I am a con- 
ductor of the defendant. On 25 November, last, I was a conductor on | 
the local freight train, which has a passenger coach attached. The pas- 
senger coach on the freight train is in the rear of the train. It does not 
stop at the passenger platform, as this would take four or five minutes at 
each depot, and there are nineteen depots on the road. I recollect the 
day on which the-plaintiff claims to have been injured. The passenger 
coach was seven or eight car-lengths from the platform. The train 
stopped at Macon that day not less than fifteen minutes. Just as soon 
as we load and unload the train, we leave just as soon as possible, so as 
to make the schedule. It is a hard schedule to make. J did not swear at - 
or use bad language to the plaintiff. When I hallooed, ‘All right,’ to 
_ the hands my attention was called to the fact that a passenger was to go. 
The hands signaled the engineer ahead. I said to the passenger that we 
had been there fifteen minutes; time enough to get aboard the train. He 
got up. I do not remember any other conversation with the passenger. 
I got on the front end of the car, the plaintiff on the rear end. The 
plaintiff was at the freight platform when I saw him. He said nothing 
~ to me of being injured. I told the plaintiff that I would not stop 
any more after starting. When I got on the train I[ felt no jerk ( 38 ) 
more than common. I think that I can state positively that the 
_ train did not jerk. To-the best of my recollection it did not. I never 
saw posted any rule that passenger coach on the local freight would not 
stop at the passenger platform.” _ 

John E. Rodwell testified: “I am the agent of the defendant at Macon. 
The passenger coach on the local freight train stops at no particular | 
place. It does not pull up to the passenger platform for passengers to 
get on. I have sold tickets to the plaintiff to go as a passenger on the 
local freight train before the accident. I remember the day the plaintiff — 
claims to have been injured. The train came there a little late, and after 
loading the train, which took some fifteen minutes, plaintiff said that he 
wanted to go on that train. The conductor said to the plaintiff that if 
he wanted to go on that train he had better get on. The passageway 
between the point where plaintiff was and the passenger coach was in 
good condition. There were no obstructions in the way. I have fre- 
quently, prior to the time of the alleged accident, sold tickets to the 
plaintiff to travel on the local freight train. On these occasions I cannot 
state positively that the passenger coach did not pull up to the passenger 
platform.” 

J. L. Coleman, a witness for the defendant, testified: “I remember 
the time that plaintiff says that he was hurt. I saw the plaintiff get on 
the train. It was moving as fast as an ordinary man would run. I did 
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not see Robert Fisher there. Plaintiff apparently got on the train very 
well. I did not see him stumble. When plaintiff got on the train it was 
going at a right good rate of speed. He had his valise in his hand.” 

The following prayers for instructions were, among others, submitted 
by defendant: 

“That there is no evidence of negliesnee and the jury will answer the 
first issue ‘No.’” This was refused, and the defendant excepted, and 
assigned the refusal as error. 

“That upon the whole evidence the plaintiff has contributed by 

( 39 ) his negligence to the injury, and the jury will answer the second 

question ‘Yes.’” This was refused, and the defendant excepted, 
and assigned such refusal as error. 

“That if the jury believe from the evidence that the plaintiff was: 
under the influence of liquor when the accident occurred, and for that 
reason was not as well able to provide for his safety, and that the acci- 
dent would not have occurred had the plaintiff been entirely sober, then 
he has contributed to the injury, and the jury will answer the second 
issue ‘Yes.’” This was not given in this form, and, as the defendant 
contends, not in substance, and the defendant Sccepted and assigned the — 
same as error. 

“That even if it had been the duty of the defendant to stop its train 
at the platform, and although the jury should find that it failed in that 
duty, yet the plaintiff was not justified in attempting to board the mov- 
ing train, but he should have remained at the station; that by attempting 
to board ‘the moving train the plaintiff took all the risk of injury, and 
cannot recover in this action.” This was refused, and the defendant 
— excepted and assigned the same as error. 

“That if the jury shall believe that the cars of the defendant stopped 
at the station long enough for the plaintiff to have gotten on board 
while they were sationare: and that the passageway from the depot 
building to the car was open and safe, and that instead of getting on the 
ear the plaintiff loitered around the station until the cars were in motion 
and then attempted to get on them while the train was going as fast or 
faster than a man could walk, then he has contributed to his injury, and 
the jury will answer the second issue ‘Yes.’” This was not given in this 
form, and the defendant excepted, because it contends that it was not 
substantially given, and assigns the same as error. 

“That while getting on a moving train is not negligent under all cir- 
cumstances, yet the plaintiff must show that under the circumstances it 

did not appear dangerous, and must also show some good reason 

(40) for doing so, and for not getting on the train while it was sta- 

tionary.” This was refused, and the defendant excepted and 

assigned the same as error. : 
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“That there is no evidence in this case of such facts and circumstances 
as would warrant the plaintiff in getting on the moving train.” This 
- was refused, and the defendant excepted and assigned such refusal as 

error, a 

In heu of the charge asked, the judge instructed the jury as follows: 

“If you should find from the evidence that the conductor of this train 
was told by the plaintiff that he wished to go on that train, and that 
upon being so told by the plaintiff he (the conductor) told him to go and 
get upon the passenger coach; that thereupon the plaintiff proceeded to 
do as directed, but before he could get to and on the coach the conductor 
signaled the engineer to go ahead, and the train was thus put in motion 
before the plaintiff could get on the coach, and the plaintiff was injured 
in the attempt to get on, then the defendant would be guilty of negli- 
gence.” To this charge the defendant excepted and assigned the same 
for error. “It was the duty of the defendant to stop its train at the 
depot a sufficient time to enable passengers to get on its passenger coach, © 
but if the defendant’s train had already been at the depot a sufficient 
_ time for-this purpose, it was not under any legal obligation to remain 
any longer for this purpose, although passengers might arrive and give 
notice of an intention to get on board. 7 

“If you should find that the defendant’s train, having been at Macon 
depot a sufficient time to take on passengers, upon the plaintiff’s notify- 
ing the conductor that he desired to take passage on this train, the con- 
ductor told him that he would not delay or stop the train, and thereupon 
‘gave the signal for the train to move, then, nothing else appearing, the 
defendant would not be guilty of negligence. 

“Tf you should find from the evidence that the plaintiff got on ( 41 ) 
the coach under the directions of the conductor, and, after getting | 
on the platform of the coach, was injured by a sudden and unusual jerk- 
— ing, then the defendant would be guilty of negligence.” To this charge 
the defendant excepted and assigned the same as error. 

“Tf you find from the evidence that the conductor directed the plaintiff 
to get on the moving train, then if the plaintiff was injured in obeying 
such instruction, then the defendant was guilty of negligence.” To this 
instruction the defendant excepted and assigned the same as error. 

“Tf the.jury should find that the plaintiff was injured while attempt- 
ing to get on a moving train, the plaintiff.is guilty of contributory neg- 
ligence, unless the jury shall find that the conductor of the defendant 
directed him to do so, or unless they shall find that there was no such 
apparent danger as would prevent a prudent and sensible man from so — 
attempting to get on.” To the qualifications of this charge the defendant 
excepted and assigned the.same as error. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 
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W. k. Henry for ‘el nbe. 
J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: At the request of the defendant, the | 
court instructed the jury that the failure and refusal of the conductor to 
calise its passenger coach attached to its freight train to be drawn up to 
a point opposite the passenger platform was not negligence. The plain- 
tiff did not except, and it is insisted that the question whether it was a 
reasonable regulation to require passengers to get on board the train at 
a point so remote from the place used for passenger trains 1s now so far 
eliminated in the discussion of the defendant’s appeal that it cannot be 
considered even in determining whether on the one hand there was, as 

insisted by the defendant, no evidence of negligence on the part 
(42) of its agents or servants, or whether on the other there was undis- 

puted testimony showing that the proximate cause of the plain- 
tiff’s injury was his own contributory negligence. This case must be 
distinguished from Rose v. R. R., 106 N. C., 168, and Pickens v. fh. E., 
104 N. C., 312, because the defendant company relies, among others, 
upon two exceptions, the consideration of either of which necessarily 
involves a review of all of the evidence tending to show negligence on the 
part of the defendant company. We cannot determine whether there 
was any evidence of negligence on the part of the defendant and elimi- 
nate from the discussion the question whether, in the exercise of ordinary 
care, the passenger coach should have been drawn up to the platform, 
because the plaintiff contends that the court should have instructed the 
jury that the defendant was negligent in failing to give passengers an 
opportunity to get on at the platform. In passing upon the other excep- 
tion also, 1t is insisted for the plaintiff that, though it may have appeared 
that he was negligent in waiting till the train was in motion before | 
attempting to get on it, still the injury would have been avoided if the 
passenger coach had been stopped at the station. Deans v. R. R., 107 
N. C., 686. In both of the cases mentioned, the exceptions considered 
were addressed to questions growing out of particular portions of the 
testimony—not to the whole of it—and raised only the point whether 
there was undue force used in expelling a passenger. 

Jt was not an unreasonable regulation of the company to require pas- 
sengers to be received upon a coach attached to a freight train at some 
point other than the station or platform from which they usually enter 
its passenger cars, constituting a part of its passenger trains, but the 
space or route ordinarily traversed from the office where the ticket is 
procured to the place appointed for embarking should be kept in safe 
condition for transit, and passengers have a right to act upon the pre- 
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sumption that such way may be traversed without danger due to its 
defects. 2 Wood R. R., p. 1128, sec. 305; Hurlburt v. R. B., 40 
N. Y., 145; Green v. R. R., 11 Hun (N. Y.), 333. ( 43 ) 

Our statute (The Code, sec. 1963) is, in so far as it affects this _ 
question, an affirmance of the general eres, as it requires railroad 
companies to run their trains of cars for the transportation of passen- 
gers and property at regular times, to be fixed by public notice, and 
carry such passengers as shall be offered ¢ ‘within a reasonable tume” at 
“the place of starting, the qunctions of other roads, and the usual stop- 
ping places established for recewing and discharging way passengers and 
freights for that train.” In the plainest terms the law recognizes the 
right of the companies to determine their places of receiving and dis- 
charging passengers for each train, subject only to the proviso attached 
by law to which we have adverted. If the plaintifi’s injury was not 
caused by the failure of the defendant to use ordinary care in looking 
after the condition of the way from the ticket office to the cars, it 
incurred no hability by refusing to receive the plaintiff at the platform. 
The general rule is, that passengers who are injured while attempting 

to get on or off a moving train cannot recover for the injury. Phillips v. 
R. R., 49 N. Y., 177; 2 Beach L. R., sec. 987. But, of course, this, like 
all other general rules, is subject to some exceptions. Where a train 1s 
stopped at a station, and after passengers are told to go aboard it is 
suddenly started before they have had time to do so, and when, without. 
unreasonable delay, they are trying to get upon it, if a passenger who is 
in the act of getting upon the platform is injured by the sudden jerk of 
starting without a signal, the court may submit the question of negli- 
gence to the jury, but the company is under no obligation to delay the 
departure of the train beyond the usual time because a passenger has 
purposely or negligently deferred getting on it till the last moment, 
though he has had abundant time to do so while it was standing still. 
Thompson on Cor. and Par., p. 225, sec. 16. 

In running its trains the officers of a company ought always to ( 44) 
be mindful of the fact that in order to insure the safety and sub- 
serve the interests of its patrons and accomplish the ends for which it 
was created, the corporation must move its trains, as far as possible, 
regularly and systematically. Hence the statute which we have already 
cited affirms another common-law principle in limiting the obligation to 
receive passengers to those who are offered or offer themselves within 
reasonable time. | 
_ The company would in any event be liable for an injury wantonly or 
purposely inflicted by its officers. If the conductor saw the plaintiff 
approaching the train at his suggestion or invitation, and purposely 
gave the signal to move when he was in the act of ascending the steps of 
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the platform, the company was liable for any injury sustained by the 
latter. But when the train had been stopped for the usual time, unless 
the number of passengers who debarked or embarked at the station was 
so great as to require a longer stop in order to insure the safety of its 
patrons, the conductor, though he had told a dilatory passenger that he 
must not get on at a certain point, was not bound, in order to relieve the 
company of liability, to look after his movements and refrain from giv- 
ing the signal to the engineer to move until assured that he was seated 
on board the train. 

We think that there was error in the failure of the court, in response - 
to the request of the defendant, to present clearly to the jury the well 
established principle that, after holding the train long enough to dis- 
embark and receive passengers, the conductor was not bound to look to 
the safety of the plaintiff (though he may have told him he ought to 
get on) and to delay giving the signal till he saw the plaintiff enter the 
coach. | 

The company would have been liable, unquestionably, if the invitation 
of the conductor to get on the train had been extended when the train 

was already in motion instead of before giving the signal to leave at the 

usual time. It is equally clear that the jury might have been mis- 
(45) led by the statement of the law in reference to contributory neg- 

ligence by the court. The judge should have told them, as re- 
quested, that the fact of getting on a moving train was, as a general 
rule, evidence of contributory negligence, and that proposition should 
have been stated without qualification other than such as was manifestly 
suggested by and applicable to the evidence in the case at bar. 2 Beach 
R. R., sec. 987; 2 Wood’s R. R., 1154; Wharton on Neg., sec. 369. From 
the plaintiff’s own testimony it appears that he was first warned by Rod- 
well, the defendant’s agent, to get on the train, and notified that it would 
leave soon, but instead of acting on the suggestion of the agent he mani- 
fested a disposition to stand upon his supposed legal rights. The con- 
ductor (Lassiter) then said, according to plaintifi’s own statement, that 
if he “rode on that train he would have to go where the passenger coach 
was then standing.” This language could not be fairly construed as a 
command to get on the train, but it was simply a warning that he must 
comply with the regulation “if he rode on that train.” The plaintiff 
was prima facie negligent in getting upon a moving train, and jn order 
to relieve himself of the onus placed upon him, ought to have shown 
either that he went in obedience to an unequivocal invitation or com- 
mand not to get upon a train standing still, but already in motion, and 
in obeying the order or accepting the invitation he did not expose him- 
self to manifest danger, or that the conductor did not stop at the station 
a sufficient time to allow passengers to get on and off. Wharton on Neg., | 
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sec. 369. After admitting that he got upon a moving train, the burden 
was upon the plaintiff to bring himself under some exception to the 
general rule that such conduct is contributory negligence and will be 
deemed the proximate cause of any injury received in doing so. Malcom 
». R. R., 106 N. C., 63; 2 Wood R. B., p. 1126, sec. 303; 2 Beach R. R., 
supra; Ciabore. FR: R.., 91 N. C., 471; , Smith v. R. #.,99 N. C., O41. 

Upon the plaintiff’s own testimony, or upon a review of the 
whole testimony, there is no such evidence of a command as to ( 46 ) 
warrant the charge given by the court or to go to the jury as 
tending to show that the injury was not caused by the plaintifi’s own 
negligence in getting upon the train while in motion.. There is no testi- 
mony tending to show that by the exercise of ordinary care the defendant 
could have prevented or avoided the injury. 

If it were necessary, we might rest our ruling upon the additional 
ground that the instruction given to the jury in reference to the question 
whether the plaintiff’s injury was proximately caused by intoxication | 
and consequent inability to get upon the car with his valise in hand was 
not fully responsive to the request of defendant. But it is unnecessary 
to discuss that question, as it is to advert to the exception that there was 
no evidence to warrant the charge predicated upon the ground that the 
injury might have been caused by an “unusual jerk” in starting the 
train. 

There was error, for which a new trial must be granted. 

Error. 


Oited: Burgin v. R. R., 115 N. C., 674; Tillett v. BR. R., 118 N. C., 
1046; Johnson v. R. R., 180 N. C., 490; Denny v. BR. R., 182 N. C., 345; 
Dortch v. R. R., 148 N. C., 579; Thorpe v. Traction Co., 159 N. C., 37, 
38; Carter v. BR. R., 165 N. C., 250. 


( 47 ) 
NANCY H. BARNES er at. vy, WILLIAM H. McCULLERS, Sr. 


Contract to Convey Land—Vendor and Vendee—Lien—Surety— 
Equity—Statute of Lvmitations. 


In 1875 the defendant contracted to sell to B. a tract of land, and executed his 
bond to convey upon the payment of the purchase-money, evidenced by 
eight notes, due in successive annual installments. The mother of the 
vendee signed the notes as surety, it being agreed between her and her 
son that, upon the payment of the purchase-money, he should convey to 

~ her a life estate in the land, and this agreement was indorsed by the ven- 
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dor and witnessed by him upon the bond for title at the time of the de- 
livery of the papers. The mother and son went into joint possession and 
paid off several of the notes. Subsequently, without the knowledge of the 
mother, the defendant and the son made an arrangement by which the 
remaining notes were surrendered and others substituted, to secure which, 
with other sums loaned to the son by defendant, mortgages were executed 
upon the land. Upon information of these facts, in 1889, the mother 
brought suit to restrain the defendant from selling under the mortgages, 
to protect her interest, and for general relief: Held— 


1. That while the mother was no party to the contract to convey the land 
entered into between the son and the defendant, she, by virtue of the 
agreement between her and her son, had an equity to have the legal title 
to a life estate conveyed to her upon the payment of the purchase-money, 
and of this the defendant had notice; and that her equity was not subject 
to a lien for the satisfaction of the balance due on the purchase-money. 


2. That upon the surrender of the original notes and the substitution of others 
to which she was not party, her liability as surety was terminated. 


8. 'That while the entire interest in the land was subject to the payment of any 
balance that might be due on the purchase-money, and the vendor could 
not specifically subject the equitable estate of the mother to the payment 
thereof, the son’s interest might be subject to such charge, as well as a 
lien for the loans subsequently made. 


4. That the mother’s right of action was not barred by the statute of limita- 
tions. 


Apprat at February Term, 1890, of Jounston, from MacRae, J. 

The feme plaintiff alleges, in substance, that on 28 September, 1875, 
the defendant contracted with her son, Nathan L. Barnes (who in the 
course of the action became her coplaintiff), to sell to him the tract of 
land, described in the complaint, for the price of $6,211.37; that to 
secure the payment of this purchase-money he took from her said son 
eight several notes, each of seven of them for $800, and the eighth of 
them for $911.37, one of them going due on the first day of each January 
next after the day and date first above stated, and the last and largest 

one of them to be due on 1 January, 1883; that the defendant, on 
(48) the first above mentioned day, executed to her said son his bond 

for title for said land in the sum of $6,211.37, conditioned that 
he would make to the son a good and sufficient deed, with general war- 
ranty, etc., to convey to him the fee-simple estate therein when and as 
soon as the said notes should be paid as they came due; that it was made 
part of said contract that the feme plaintiff should sign and become 
surety to each of said notes, which she did, with the distinct understand- 
ing and agreement that when said purchase-money should be paid and 
her son should receive title for the land from the defendant, her said son 
would execute to her a deed sufficient to convey to her an estate for her 
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life or her widowhood (she then and ever thereafter and now being a 
widow); that the defendant well understood and had full knowledge of» 
this agreement, and he wrote on the back of said bond for title a memo- 
randum thereof, in these words: “I, Nathan L. Barnes, do hereby agree 
and promise my mother that she shall have a lifetime or widowhood 
estate upon the premises mentioned in the within bond. Witness my 
hand and seal, this 28 September, 1875.” That this memorandum was 
signed under his seal by her said son, and the execution of the same was 
witnessed by the defendant; that she went upon and she and her son 
cultivated said land and paid the first six of said notes as they each 
matured; that afterwards, in 1881, the defendant called at her gate and 
said he had given her son, Nathan, a deed for the land, and the latter 
had fixed a paper to protect her life estate; that she had full confidence 
in the defendant and bade him keep the paper; that about this time the 
two remaining notes were delivered to her by her son, and she felt secure, 
as the bonds were all canceled; that about 1 January, 1889, her son told 
her she had no right to the land; that he could turn her out of posses- 
sion; that she at once sent for the defendant and asked him if she had 
no estate in the land; that he at first told her she had none; that 

in a day or so he told her she did have a life interest in the land, ( 49 ) 
_and produced from his pocket a bond for title for a life estate or 

for her widowhood, made to her, executed by her said son, dated 21 July, 
1881; that she never knew or suspected until 25 December, 1888, that 
her son had taken a deed for the land and executed three mortgages 
thereon to the defendant, purporting to secure moneys loaned to her son, 
ageregating, including the said two last notes for the purchase-money, | 
the sum of $7,640.67; that she is entitled to have the defendant and her 
said son convey to her a life estate in said land, she so having an estate 
in equity, etc.; that said mortgage deeds are a cloud on her equitable 
title; that she was never consulted concerning the making of any of said 
mortgages; that she knew nothing of their execution, and never assented 
to any one of them, and is not conscious of having received any benefit 
from them or any one of them, etc. She demands judgment that the 
defendant be restrained by injunction from selling her life estate in said 
land under any power in said mortgages or any one of them; that he 
execute to her a quitclaim deed for a life estate in said land; that he can- 
cel such of said mortgages as have been discharged, and for general 
relief, etc. 

The answer admits the silage coritract of sale of the land between the 
son of the feme plaintiff and the defendant, but it denies that she was a 
party to it, except that she was surety to the notes for the purchase- 
money; it alleges, as to the contract between herself and her son, that 
he had no connection with the same, except that he wrote and witnessed 
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the execution thereof on the back of the bond for title; he admits that, 
in consideration of the feme plaintiff’s becoming surety to the said notes, 
her son agreed with her that she should have an estate for life or her 
widowhood in the land. The answer admits that the defendant con- 
veyed title thereto to her son and took sundry mortgages on the land to 

secure the balance of the purchase-money and money she lent 
(50) him, and alleges that $1,000 of the sum lent was to buy an engine © 

for cotton-gin purposes, a store account, supplies, etc. The de 
fendant pleads and relies upon the statute of limitations, and insists that 
the court has not jurisdiction to remove the alleged.cloud upon the feme 
plaintiff’s title, ete. He demands judgment for $2,500, with interest, 
and. that the same be declared a first. hen upon the said land, and par- 
ticularly upon the interest of the feme plaintiff therein; and like judg-. 
ment against the said son for $1,615.67, with interest, the same to be a 
lien upon his interest in the land; that the present mortgage be fore- 
closed, and for costs. | 

The jury found, upon pertinent issues submitted to it, that the sixth 
note for the pileehaae Won? was paid before the loan to the son and the 
mortgages to secure the same; that the balance of the purchase-money 
for the land due the defendant was $1,665, with interest at 8 per cent 
from 3 March, 1889, and that the plaintif’s claim is not barred by the 
statute of limitations. | 

The court gave judgment that the feme plaintiff is entitled to a life 
estate, or an estate during her widowhood, in the land, subject to the 
payment of $1,665, with interest at 8 per cent annually from 38 March, 
1890, and that this sum be a lien upon her life estate; that upon the 
payment of this sum to the defendant he shall execute to her a convey- 
ance for the said land for her life or widowhood. The court also gave 
judgment against the male plaintiff in favor’ of the defendant for 
$4,115.67, with interest .at 8 per cent from 3 March, 1889, this judgment 
embracing the amount of the judgment against the feme plaintiff, and 
to be a lien upon his interest in the land. Upon failure to pay the said 
judgment, a commissioner is directed to make sale of the land, etc. 

The. feme plaintiff excepted to the judgment, and assigned as grounds — 
of her exception : 

1. That said sum of $1,665 should not, under the complaint 

(51) and answer and issues as found, be a lien ‘and chargeable on her 

estate for life or widowhood a the land described in the com- 

plaint, but that her said interest should be exempt from said lien and 
charge. 

2. That if held to be a lien and charge at all on said life estate, the 
amount should be apportioned between the two parts of the fee simple, 
according to the quantity and value of each estate—the remainder and 
the life estate. | 36 
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The first issue was as follows: “Was the sixth note given by N. L. 
Barnes and Nancy. H. Barnes pee before the execution of the note and 
mortgage for $2,500?” 

The court, in instructing the jury, said: 

“Now, if this testimony satisfies you that Mr. N. L. Barnes paid 
defendant the amount of the sixth note and took up the note, and after- 
wards, either before he left the defendant or after he left him and 
returned, borrowed $2,500 and took up the other two notes, you will 
respond to this issue ‘Yes.’ | 

“But if you find that Mr. Barnes borrowed $2,500 from the defendant 
and then took up the three notes with the money he had borrowed, you 
will answer ‘No.’ ” 

The defendant asked the following instruction, which was refused: 

“If the jury believe that Nathan Barnes took currency to McCullers 
to pay the note in controversy, but stated that he needed the money, and 
that thereupon a new note was given for the amount of this note and 
two others, and a new mortgage executed, that the sixth note would be 
included in the amount of the new mortgage and would not be paid, but 
merged in the new note.” 

Defendant excepted to the charge as given, and to the failure to give 
the charge as requested. 

The defendant asked the court, upon the point eeyed as to (52) 
the cause of action, to rule that the plaintiff’s complaint did not 
state a cause of action under Busbee v. Macy, 85 N. C., 329. 

Motion overruled; defendant excepted. 

The defendant then asked the court, upon the admitted facts and the 
verdict, to adjudge upon the point reserved as to the statute of limita- 
tions, and for judgment in favor of the defendant. The court held that 
the claim is not barred by the statute of limitations. Defendant excepted. 

The feme plaintiff and the defendant appealed to this Court. 


EL. W. Pie for plaintiff. 
J. H. Abell and F. Ht. Busbee for defendant. — 


_ Merron, ©. J. The contract of sale of the land in question between 
the son of the feme plaintiff and the defendant, as embodied.in the bond 
for title and the notes for the purchase-money, had the effect to put the 
equitable title to the land in the son. The defendant retained the legal 
title as security for the purchase-money, and in trust for the son, the 
vendee, to be conveyed to him when and as soon as the purchase-money 


should be paid. Winborn v. Gorrell, 38 N. C., 117; Deer v. Bellinger, 


75 N. C., 300; Hinsdale v. Phornton, aD., 381; Bank v. Clapp, 76 
N.C., 48. | 
BY 
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Granting, as-contended by the defendant, that the feme plaintiff had 
no connection with the contract of the sale of the land just mentioned to 
her son, except as surety to the notes for the purchase-money, still she 
purchased from the latter for a valuable and sufficient consideration an 
estate for her life or widowhood in the land, the legal title to be made to 
her by her son when and as soon as he should get the same from the 
defendant. That she had made such contract with her son, the defend- 

ant well knew; he had notice of her rights acquired by it at the 
(53) time it was made, and ever thereafter, and certainly at the time 
| he conveyed to the’son the legal title for the land, lent him money 
and took the mortgages to secure the same and the balance of the pur- 
chase-money. Indeed, he wrote on the back of the bond for title he 
executed to the son the memorandum of the contract, and witnessed the 
signing of the same by him. Hence the defendant lent the money to the ~ 
son and took the mortgages to secure the same with notice of and sub- 
ject to the right and equitable estate of the feme plaintiff purchased 
from her son, except as to the balance of the purchase-money due to him. 
As to this, the land remained chargeable with it, not as against the feme 
plaintiff as the defendant’s debtor—she owed him no debt in that re- 
spect—but as against the son, who was the debtor. The debt, the whole 
of it, for the purchase-money, was that of the son. The right of the 
feme plaintiff to have the legal title, under the circumstances, was de- 
layed until the son should pay the purchase-money and get the legal title 
from the defendant in pursuance of the contract between him and 
the son. | 

The feme plaintiff was not liable for the balance of the purchase- 
money as surety, because she was discharged from such liability when 
the defendant surrendered-the notes therefor and extended the time and 
took mortgages of the land to secure the payment of the same. Such 
surrender of the notes and entire change of the character of the debt, 
and the new security for the same, had the effect to discharge her lia- 
bility as surety. This, however, did not relieve the land from the bur- 
den of the balance of the purchase-money, because the defendant was not 
bound to part with the legal title, nor did he intend to do so until the 
same should be paid. When he took a mortgage of the land to secure 
this balance, he stmply changed the shape of his security. Moreover, it 
would be inequitable for the feme plaintiff to get the legal title to the . 
estate she so purchased before the balance of the purchase-money 
( 54) should be paid. She purchased with the understanding that the 

land was chargeable and burdened with the whole debt for the 
purchase-money, and that the defendant was not bound, in any Gase, to 
part with the legal title until the debt should be paid, nor did he part 
with it for the purpose of relieving it from his just claim upon it in that 
respect. | | 38 | 
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The defendant could not burden the land in question with a debt due 
to him from the son mentioned on any account other than that for the 
purchase-money thereof, by mortgage or otherwise, to the prejudice of 
the feme plaintiff in the respects under consideration, nor can he reason- 
ably complain that he could not, because he took the mortgages with 
knowledge and notice of her equitable estate and right to the land, with- 
out her knowledge and consent. Linch v. Gibson, 4 N. C., 676; Pearson 
v. Damel, 22 N. C., 860; Maxwell v. Wallace, 45 N. C., 251; Rutledge v. 
Smith, 1b., 283; Shaver v. Shoemaker, 62 N. C., 327; Staton v. Daven- 
port, 95 N. C., 11. 

Nor was the feme plaintiffs equitable estate and interest in the ia 
as such, chargeable with the balance of the purchase-money due the 
defendant. She did not owe it, nor, as we have seen, was she liable for 
it as surety, if that could at all alter the case in this respect. She did 
not purchase her equitable estate from the defendant, but from her son. 
She has no relation in the matter with the former, who might sell the 
land to pay the purchase-money, or any part of it, if need be, but he 
would not sell it as that of the feme plaintiff, nor could he so’sell it as to 
charge her interest specially in order to relieve or disburden that of her 
son. She is not debtor to him. He has no demand agdinst her for the 
purchase-money. He has simply the right to sell the land, or some part 
of it, if need be, to pay the balance of the purchase-money, without 
reference to her estate therein, and as if she had none. The court, there- 
fore, erroneously adjudged that the balance of the purchase- 
money is a lien “upon the life or widowhood estate” of the feme (55 ) 
plaintiff. It should have adjudged that she was entitled to have 
the legal title to such estate in the land when and as soon as the balance 
of the purchase-money therefor specified should be paid, and that this 
sum is a lien upon the land, and that upon the payment of such balance 
the defendant and the said son shall execute to her proper deeds convey- 
ing to her such estate as she is entitled in such case to have. The excep- 
tion of the feme plaintiff must therefore be sustained. 

_ The exceptions of the defendant are not well founded. There was 

evidence to warrant the instruction to the jury complained of, and we 
think it sufficiently embraced that specially asked for by the defendant. 
The court suggested two aspects of the evidence, and the jury could 
readily apply it without directing their attention to a particular view a 
part of it. 

There was no ground for the second exception. This is not an action, 
in any view of it, to remove a cloud upon the feme plaintiff’s title. Tis 
purpose is to compel the defendant who conveyed the legal title to the 
land in question to her coplaintiff, and then lent him large sums of 
money and took mortgages of the Jand from him to secure the same and 
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the balance of the purchase-money, with notice of her equitable estate 
and rights in and to the land, to convey to her, under the circumstances, 
the legal title to the same, and, further, under the circumstances, if need 
be, to sell the land to pay the balance of the purchase-money, and to the 
end she may obtain such relief as she may be entitled to have. 

Nor is the feme plaintiff’s right to sue barred by any statute of limita- 
tion. Her right to have the legal title to her equitable estate in the land 
does not arise until the purchase-money shall be paid, and it has not yet 
been paid. This action is equitable in its nature, and its chief purpose 

is to enforce an equitable right of the feme plaintiff to have the 
(56) relief specified against the defendant, as to which the statute of 
limitations does not apply, unless it be that (The Code, sec. 158) 
which bars an action for relief, if not otherwise provided for, if the — 
same shall not be commenced within ten years next after the cause of 
action accrued. If it be granted that this statute applies in cases like 
the present one, clearly the action was brought within ten years after the 
right to sue accrued. Jabbett v. Maulisby, 71 a C., 345; Ross v. Hen- 
derson, 17 N. C., 170. | | 

What we have said disposes of both appeals. 

There is error in the plaintifi’s appeal, and no error in that of the 
defendant. 

The judgment appealed from must be modified as directed In this 
opinion, and, so modified, 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Hairston v. Bescherer, 141 N. C., 207; Chatham v. Realty Co., 
180 N. C., 505. 


*THE MURFREESBORO RAILROAD COMPANY snp JOHN H. WINDER 
v. THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF HERTFORD COUNTY. 


Constitution—C or porations—E lection—Injunction. 


- 1, The provision in the Constitution (Art. VITI, sec. 1) which reserves to the 
General Assembly the power to alter or repeal acts incorporating compa- 
nies does not authorize the enactment of a statute which, under the pre- 
tense of protecting a public interest or exercising an acknowledged police 
power, appropriates the corporate property to the public use. 


2. While the courts have no power to enjoin municipal authorities from order- 
ing an election in pursuance of a law to select officers, or to determine any 
, question made dependent upon such election, nevertheless where it is 


*CLARK, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case, having been of counsel. 
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apparent that such election will be of no possible benefit to any one, but 
may work irreparable injury to Some, an injunction until the final hearing 
may be granted, particularly if the acts complained of have a tendency to 
prevent the construction of a railroad, or some other enterprise in wack 
the public have an interest. | 


Motion to continue an injunction till the hearing, heard at ( 57 ) 
chambers on 20 January, 1891, before Brown, J. 

Under the provisions of the original charter of the plaintiff company 
(section 34, chapter 365, Laws 1887) it was required to begin the work 
of constructing its road within three years from 7 March, 1887 (when 
the act was ratified). At the election held in July, 1887, a majority of 
the qualified voters of Murfreesboro Township voted in favor of the sub- 
scription of $25,000 in bonds of the township to the capital stock of the 
company, and the bonds issued in payment of said subscription were 
declared valid by this Court in Brown v. Comrs., 100 N. C., 92. 

After causing two routes to be surveyed from the Meherrin River to 
the Roanoke & Tar River Railroad, the directors of the company 
located the line so as to intersect with the other road at a place called 
Pendleton Station. The directors had been empowered by the unani- 
mous vote of the stockholders, at a regular meeting held 8 October, 1890, 
in which the stock of the township was lawfully represented, to make 
said location. 

After expending large sums of money for the right of way along the 
line selected, the company contracted. on 5 December, 1890, with its 
coplaintiff, John H. Winder, to construct said road from said river to 
said station; and the said Winder agreed to take the said bonds in part 
payment of the work of construction, and notified the corporation of his 
readiness to begin the grading on 1 January, 1891. ° | 

On 9 March, 1889, the General Assembly passed an act amending said 
charter (chapter 557, Laws 1889), the material portions of which were 
as follows: 

“Section 1. That section 2 of said Ae 365 be amended by adding 
thereto the following clause: “That said company may extend the main 
line of its road from the town of Murfreesboro to some point on: 
the line of the Norfolk & Carolina Railroad, in said county of ( 58 ) 
Hertford, and the said company shall not be required to build — 
that part of the main line of the road between the said town and the 
‘Roanoke & Tar River Railroad in order to entitle said company to the 
rights and: privileges granted 1 in said chapter.’ 

“Sec. 2. That the commissioners of Hertford County are authorized 
and it shall be their duty, whenever fifty taxpayers in said township 
shall petition the same, to cause an election to be held in said township 
as prescribed in said chapter, and submit to the qualified voters of said 
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township the question as to whether or not the bonds heretofore issued in 
payment of the subscription of said township to the capital stock of said 
- Murfreesboro Railroad Company shall be used in building and construct- 
ing, or aiding in building and constructing, said railroad from said town 
to some point on the line of the Norfolk & Carolina Railroad. At such 
election those in favor of the latter route shall deposit a ballot on which 
is written or printed the words ‘For Transfer’; and those opposed to 
same: shall deposit a ballot on which is written or printed the words 
‘Against Transfer.’ And if at such election a majority of the qualified 
voters of said township shall vote “For Transfer,’ then the bonds hereto-— 
fore issued for the subscription of said township to the capital stock of 
said Murfreesboro Railroad Company shall be used and applied for the 
purpose of building and constructing, or aiding in building and con- 
structing, that part of said railroad provided for in section 1 of this 
act, from said town of Murfreesboro to said Norfolk & Carolina Rail- 
ecadi in Hertford County.” 

The seven concluding sections of the complaint, upon the hearing of 
which the orders complained of were granted, together with the said 
orders, were as follows: 

12. That on the first Monday in November, 1890, A. M. Dar- 

(59) den, E. Carl, J. E. Jones and other taxpayers in Murfreesboro 

Township, numbering fifty or more,. presented their petition to 

the Board of Commissioners of said county of Hertford in meeting 

assembled, asking for an election to be ordered by the board under sec- 

tion 2 of said act of 1889, and said board refused to grant said petition 
and order said election. 

13. That on the first Monday in December, 1890, said petitioners, 
together with others, numbering fifty or more, and taxpayers as afore- 
sald, again presented their said petition to aid board, the consideration 
of which was by said board continued to the first Monday in January, 
1891. 

14. That the chairman of said board is one of said petitioners in said 
matter, he having signed the petition before his qualification as commis- 
sioner, but after his election, as plaintiffs are informed and believe. 

15. That plaintifis are informed and believe that a majority of the 
members of said board intend, at their meeting on the first Monday in 
January, 1891, to grant said petition and order said election. 

16. That plaintiffs are informed and believe that an election, if or- 
dered under said act of 1889, will greatly damage and lessen the value of 
said township bonds, and would irreparably damage plaintifis. : 

17. That plaintiff Winder was negotiating with plaintiff company in 
reference to the construction of said railroad from some time in the 
month of October, 1890, until the consummation of their said contract 
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of 5 December, 1890, and knew nothing of the above proceedings by the 
said petitioners until after the consummation of said contract, and about 
ten days ago. 

Wherefore the plaintiffs pray. that defendant be restrained and en- 
joined from ordering an election under chapter 557, Laws 1889, and for 
other relief as plaintiffs. may be entitled, and for costs. 

The court, being of the opinion that the order of anes re- (60) 
ferred to in the complaint ought not to be made or the election be 
held until the rights of the petitioners can be determined upon a final 
hearing or until passed upon by the Supreme Court, ordered that the 
injunction theretofore issued be continued until the further order of the 
court. 

The defendant appealed. 


J.W. Hinsdale and B. B. Winborne for plaintiffs. 
W. D. Pruden for defendant. — 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The salutary provision of the Con- 
stitution (Art. VIII, sec. 1), which reserves to the Legislature the right 
- to alter or repeal all acts incorporating companies, enacted thereafter, 
does not authorize the passage of a subsequent act which, under the pre- 
tense of protecting the public or of exercising an acknowledged police 
power, appropriates a portion of the corporate property to the public 
use. Cooley’s Con. Lim., Mar., pp. 577 and 578. The amendatory law 
under which the county commissioners proposed to proceed would not 
be allowed, if by its terms it provided for perpetrating such a wrong, to 
operate so as to divest the right of the plaintiff company to the bonds or 
to compel it, against the protest of its directors, to do other and possibly 
much more costly work than it stipulated to do as a consideration for 


said bonds. But, in fact, the Legislature did not attem/pt a vain thing, _ . 


but sumply gave to the plaintiff company the power to extend its road in 
a new direction and to be absolved from its obligation to construct a part 
of the line previously proposed if the township, by a vote of its qualified - 
electors, on its part, should signify its assent to the new arrangement. 
The statute provides that “the company may extend its main line,” ete., 
and therefore does not purport to compel, but only permits, the change 
to be made by agreement of both parties interested. 

As a stimulus to diligence the company was required to begin ( 61 ) 
work within three years from 7 March, 1887, and it seems that 
they had not only begun, but had made the necessary contracts look- 
-ing to the completion of the entire line which the parties originally 
contemplated constructing, when, as the plaintiffs insist, the defendants 
proposed to take a step that would for the time destroy the market value 
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of the bonds in which the plaintiff Winder was to be paid fox the con- 
struction, and thereby cause a suspension of operations on his part. The 
holding of. the election would obviously be productive of no benefit or 
profit to the people of the township, since the company has already 
agreed, as it had the right to do, with a contractor to finish the original 
line. The township cannot possibly gain anything by submitting the 
question of transferring a subscription which cannot be divested from 
application to the original purpose for which it was made, and the 
expense of holding the election would be incurred without reasonable 
ground to expect any substantial advantage to the taxpayers in return 
for it. 

Conceding that a Court of Equity has not the power to restrain the 
municipal authorities from ordering an election in pursuance of any | 
provisions of law for the purpose of selecting officers or determining any 
question that may be settled by the result of such election, we think that 
a different rule prevails where, though the election may be lawfully held, 
it is apparent that no possible benefit will accrue from holding it to the 
persons at whose instance it is ordered, and where irreparable injury 
may be done to others who cannot be compensated in damages. Not only 
unlawful but improper acts of public officers may be restrained in order 
to prevent irreparable injury when the relief can be manifestly granted 
without imperiling the rights or interests of the officer restrained or the | 
public represented by him. 3 Pom. Kq. Jur., sec. 1345, p. 377, and 

note 1. While we do not hold that the plaintiffs can demand the 
(62) extraordinary aid of a Court of Equity on the ground that the 
holding of the election will cause a cloud upon the right of the 
company to the bonds, we can see how the plaintiffs may be made to 
suffer by the temporary depreciation of those securities and the work of 
construction of the railroad embarrassed or delayed, without the ‘possi- 
bility that any corresponding benefit can accrue to the defendants or the 
county or township for which they are acting, by holding the election. 
Marshall v. Comrs., 89. N. C., 108; McCorkle v. Brem, 76 N. C., 407. 
When no epnbeiyanle injury can i done by granting an igunceon to 
the hearing, the courts are the more ready to interpose if the injury | 
complained of has a tendency to embarrass or prevent the completion of 
a railroad or canal in which the public have an interest. Aoanoke Nav. 
Co. v. Emry (decided at this term). | 
We think that the pudepisne of the court should be | 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Featherstone v. Carr, 132 N. C., 802; Watts v. Turnpike Co., 
181 N.C., 136. | 
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THE COMMERCIAL BANK OF DANVILLE v. W. H. 8S. BURGWYN. 


Negotiable Instruments—Hvidence—Burden of Proof—Presumption— 
Purchaser for Value. 


While there is a prima facie presumption of law that the holder of negotiable 

_ paper is the owner and took it for value and before dishonor, if fraud or 

illegality in the inception of the instrument is set up as a defense, and 

evidence tending to support it is offered, such presumption is rebutted and 

the burden of proof is shifted to the endorsee to show that he is a bona fide 
purchaser for value. 


(Applegarth v. Tillery, 105 N. C., 407, cited and distinguished. ) 


- Action which was tried before Wamaer: J., at October Term, ( 63 ) 
—— $890, of Vancg. 

The plaintiff declared upon a note executed by the defendant to Ruffin 

& Hairston and one Ballou for $1,416.67, dated 14 June, 1888, due one 
_ year from date, and alleged that it purchased for value before maturity. 

The defendant answered, setting up fraud and misrepresentation by 
the original payees at the time of, and vitiating the instrument sued on. 

Plaintiff offered in evidence the note sued on, and rested. 

The defendant then introduced evidence tending to establish his 
defense, | 

The court charged the jury that if they believed the testimony the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover. 

Defendant excepted. Verdict and judgment for plaintiff, and defend- 
ant appealed. 


A. W. Graham for plaintiff. 
R. H. Battle and S. F. Mordecat for defendant. 


Surpruerp, J. The note sued upon was negotiable, “and there is a 
prima facie presumption of law in favor of every holder of a negotiable | 
paper to the extent that he is the owner of it, and that he took it for 
value and before dishonor.” Parsons’ Notes and Bills, 255; Tredwell v. 
Blount, 86 N. C., 33. | 

Where, however, fraud or illegality in the inception of the instrument 


is pleaded, and the defendant introduces evidence tending to establish 


such plea, then the prima facie case made by the endorsee, who simply 
offers the note and proves its execution, is so far rebutted as to shift the 
burden of proof and to render it essential to his right of recovery that 
he show that he is a bona fide purchaser for value and without notice. 
Pugh v. Grant, 86 N. C., 39; 1 Daniel Neg. Instruments, 815. Mr. 
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(64) Daniel says (section 166) that in such a case “a new coloring is 

imparted to the transaction. The plaintiff, if he has become 
innocently the holder of the paper, is not permitted to suffer; but as the 
_ knowledge of the manner in which it came into his hands must rest in 
his bosom, and the means of showing it must be much easier to him than 
to the defendant, he is required to give proof that he became possessed of 
it for a sufficient consideration. If he is innocent, the burden must gen- 
erally be a light one, and if guilty it is but a proper shield to one who 
would be, but for its protection, his victim.” 

Applying these principles to the case before us, it is plain mae his 
Honor erred in charging the jury that if they ele ed the evidence the 
plaintiff was a purchaser for value and without notice. — 

The defendant pleaded that the execution of the note was induced by 
the fraudulent representation of the payee, and there was evidence tend- 
ing to establish the alleged fraud. It then became incumbent on the 
plaintiff to show that he purchased for value and without notice, and, 
failing to do this, he was not entitled to the instruction given by the 
court. It is but just to say that, while this point is properly taken here, © 
it does not seem to have been made i in the court below, the question there 
being ‘the effect of actual notice to the vice Prendent of the plaintiff, 
under the circumstances. 

Applegarth v. Tillery, 105 N. C., 407, cited by the plaintiff's counsel, 
does not conflict with the view we have taken. In that case there was 
ample testimony to show that the plaintiff purchased before maturity 
for value and without notice, and there was no contradictory evidence as 
to these points. The court held that mere proof that the payee had pro- 
cured the note by fraud was no evidence to contradict the express testi- 
mony of the plaintiff that he was the owner. This is very plainly the 
ground of that decision, and we cannot regard the reference to the first 

prayer of instruction as controlling the real meaning of the 
(65) opinion. Certainly the court did not intend to impinge upon the 

firmly established principles which we have as down as appli- 
cable to the facts before us. 

It is further to be observed that the sole issue in that case related only 
to the ownership of the note sued a 

Brror. 


Cited: 8. ¢., 110 N. C., 272; Campbell v. Patton, 113 N. C., 484; 
Triplett v. Foster, 115 N. O., 336; ; Mfg. Co. v. Trerney, 183 N. C., 635; 
Mfg. Co. v. Summers, 148 N. C., 109; Bank v. Brown, 160 N. C., 25, 
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WILLIAM WHITEHEAD vy. Ll. V. MORRILL er at. 


Assignor and Assignee-—M ortgage—Priority—C ontract. 


Where a mortgage to secure the payment of several notes, payable in successive 
. yearly installments, contained a provision that “upon the failure of any 
payment” the land should be sold and after paying necessary expenses 
the proceeds should be applied “to the payment of the entire indebt- 
edness” (of the mortgagor), “with interest thereon, whether the whole. 
thereof be then due or not”: Held, (1) that upon the failure to pay any 
one of the notes at maturity, all became due; (2) that, as between the 
assignees of the notes, the funds arising from the sale of the mortgaged 
property must be distributed pro rata, irrespective of the time of assign- 
ment; but as between the payee and the assignee the latter would be enti- 
tled to be first paid. 


Action heard before Boutin, J., at June Term, 1890, of Prrv. 

On 31 January, 1885, plaintiff sold and neaneged to defendant a cer- 
tain tract of land in the County of Pitt, for which defendant promised 
and contracted to pay the plaintiff $12,500, which was evidenced by 
twelve bonds, under seal, for $1,000 each (except the last one to © 
mature, which was for $1,500), which bonds were due and pay- ( 66 ) 
able 1 January, 1886, ’87, ’88, and so on to 1 January, 1896. .— 

To secure the payment of these several bonds the defendant executed, 
on the said 31 January, 1885, his mortgage deed, from which os felleve: 
ing extract is taken: 

“But if the said L. V. Morrill shall fail to pay off and fsstoass the 
said bonds when the same shall become due and payable, with interest 
accrued, and the costs and charges of drawing and executing this instru- 
ment, then, upon the failure of any payment, the said Wiliam White- 
head shall, . . . and the proceeds of said sale shall apply— 

“First, to the costs and charges of drawing and executing this instru- 
ment; and, second, to the payment of the entire indebtedness of the said 
L. V. Morrill to the said William Whitehead, with the interest thereon, 
whether the whole thereof be then due or not, and the residue thereof, if 
any there be, after retaining a reasonable commission for services, shall _ 
pay over to the said L. V. Morrill or his legal representatives.” z 

Before the maturity of the bonds falling due 1 January, 1886 and 
1888, the payee therein, Wiliam Whitehead, sold and transferred for 
value these two bonds to A. M. Moore, guardian to certain minor chil- 
dren. The said guardian having removed from the State, E. A. Moye 
was appointed receiver of the estate of said wards, and, as such, he 
received into his possession, and now holds, the said two bonds. 

Before the maturity of the bond falling due January, 1887, the payee, 
William Whitehead, sold and transferred said bond for value to one 
KE. A. Beech, from whom it passed by subsequent transfer to F. G. Ja ames, 
who now holds the same. 47 
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The transfer of this bond to Beech was subsequent to the transfer of 
the two to Moore. 

Subsequent to the transfer of the two bonds to Moore and the 
( 67 ) one to Beech, William Whitehead, the payee, sold and transferred 
the other nine bonds to Elliott Bros., which sale and transfer took 

place before the maturity of either one of said bonds, 

William Whitehead brought his action to foreclose his mortgage 
against defendant, a decree of foreclosure was made, and A. M. Moore 
was appointed commissioner to make sale. The lands brought ony 
$6,000. 

At March Term, 1890, the commissioners made a supplemental cope 
in which they Being to the attention of the court the controversy which 
had arisen among the holders of the bonds as to the distribution of the 
fund, and at said term a partial decree of distribution was made, in 
which the facts as to the transfer of the bonds to the holders thereof were 
found by the judge and the cause retained for a final decree. 

Moye, receiver, and James, who had intervened and made themselves 
parties, appeared and insisted that their bonds should be paid in full. 
Elliott Bros. contended that as the fund was insufficient to pay all the 
bonds, the distribution should be made pro rata, without any regard to 
time of assignment. His Honor held that the distribution should be pro 
rata, and a degree was entered to that effect. From this decree Moye, 
recelver, and James appealed to the Supreme Court. 


J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for plainteff. 
T. J. Jarvis and T. F. Davidson for appellants. 


Ciark, J. By the terms of the mortgage from L. V. Morrill to William 
Whitehead it was provided that, upon default in the payment of any of 
the bonds at maturity, the property therein conveyed could be sold by 

the mortgagee, after advertisement at the courthouse door, for 
(68 ) cash or credit, and that the proceeds should be applied “first to 
| the costs and charges of drawing and executing this instrument}. 

and, second, to the payment of the entire indebtedness of the said L. V. 
. Morrill to the said William Whitehead, with the interest thereon, 
whether the whole thereof be due or not.” The three bonds first falling 
due were assigned to the appellants, the other nine to the appellees. The 
assignees are bound by the terms of the mortgage, and in this contest 
between them, by reason of the failure of the property to produce enough 
to pay all the bonds in full, it 1s hard to see how the court could apply 
the proceeds otherwise than “to the entire indebtedness, whether the 
whole thereof be due or not,” that is, pro rata to all the bonds. The 
validity of a provision in a mortgage that upon default in the payment 
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of any one bond at maturity all the bonds shall become due and payable, 
was sustained by this Court in Capehart v. Dettrick, 91 N. C., 344, 
citing Howell v. R. B., 94-U. §., 463. And the very point now in issue 
was presented in Kitchin v. Grandy, 101 N. C., 86, in.which it is held by 
_ Smith, C. J., that upon a sale under a mortgage containing a similar 
provision, the proceeds should be applied pro rata to all the bonds, 
whether matured or not. In the absence of such provision in the mort- 
gage a very different case might be presented, though the courts of dif- 
ferent States differ as to this. 2 Jones Mort., 1701. But it was compe- 
tent for the parties to insert the stipulation, and the assignees of the 
bond are bound by it. If the payee himself held the later bonds un- 
assigned, in a contest between him and the holder of the earlier bonds ~ 
assigned by him, the assignee of the earlier bonds would be entitled to 
be paid in full by. virtue of the liability by reason of the endorsement. ° 
But here the contest is between two sets of assignees, and by the terms 
of the mortgage “the proceeds of the sale are to be applied to the entire 
indebtedness whether the whole thereof be due or not.” The | 
cases from other States cited by the distinguished. counsel of the (69 ) 
appellant apply altogether to mortgages in which there was no 
such stipulation as in the present instance, and to cases in which the 
contest over the proceeds was between the assignee of certain of the 
bonds and the payee who held the others still unassigned. The authority 
of Kitchin v. Grandy, supra, is in our own Court. It is a very recent 
ease, and “on all-fours.” We would not feel at liberty, if so inclined, to 
disregard it upon the strength of precedents, even if equally i in point, 
cited from other States. | 

But, in fact, their rulings agree with ours. Jones on Morieaces sec. — 
1703, says: “When the mortgage provides that upon any default the 
whole mortgage debt shall become due and payable, then there can be 
no preference given to the holder of the note on which default was made 
over the holder of the note not then due, because by such default the 
whole debt became due at the same'time. A pro rata distribution should 
then be made between the holders of different parts of the debt.” And 
this is supported by numerous citations of authorities. 

No error. 


| Cited: Kiger v. Harmon, 113 N. ©., 407; Walton Co. v. Davis, 114 
ON. C., 106; Gore v. Davis, 124 N. C, 935; Trust Co. v. Duffy, 1538 
N.C., 65.. 
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LEANDER TAYLOE v. LANGLEY TAYLOE, Apme. or W. 8. TAYLOE. 


Administration—Purchase by Administrator at His Own Sale— 
Negligence. 


1. An administrator cannot purchase property at his own sale, although he 
pays a fair price and acts in good faith. 


2. While an administrator is not an insurer, he will be held to hae aesrée of . 
diligence and care which prudent men under like circumstances would 
exercise, and the fact that he acted in good faith and with an honest pur- 
pose to protect. his trust will not excuse him pi liability for a failure to 
use such eeeenee and care, . 


(70) <Acrron tried before Whitaker, ‘J., upon wenepiions to referee’ 8 
report, at Spring Term, 1890, of Himrronn. 

It appears that shortly before 25 August, 1877, W. S. Tayloe died 
intestate in the county of Hertford, and on that day the defendant was- 
appointed and qualified as adwminietrator of his estate. The plaintiff, 
his brother, and the surviving widow of his intestate, were the distrib- 
utees of the estate, and this action was begun on 2 April, 1888, to com- ; 
pel an account, settlement and distribution of the estate in the hands of 
the defendant, as to the plaintiff. 

The Aieaigs raised numerous issues of fact. In the course of the 
action it was referred to a referee to take and state an account and make 
report thereof, etc., all of which was done. To the report the plaintiff 
- filed numerous exceptions, as did also the defendant. These exceptions 
-were disposed of by the court below, except in two respects. The court 
charged the defendant with a rate of interest to which he excepted. This 
exception was abandoned in this Court. The court also charged the 
defendant with $333.33, the plaintiff’s share of the face value of a cer-_ 
tificate for $1,000 of the stock of the Chowan Baptist Female Institute, 
and the defendant excepted. With respect to this exception the court 
finds the following facts: One share of this stock, of the face value of ' 
$1,000, went into the hands os defendant as administrator of W. 8, 
Tayloe. 

After two years from jetendeae qualification as administrator, an 
order was duly made by the clerk of Hertford Superior Court, under 
section 1412 of The Code, directing the sale of certain evidences of debt 
belonging to intestate, Tayloe, among which this stock was described. 
Under said order, the same was offered for sale at public biddings, and 
the defendant honestly and earnestly tried to induce bidders and secure 

purchasers, but without success, and it was finally knocked off to | 
(71) him at $1038. After this, he tried to get other parties to take it 
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at that sum for the benefit, and failed, and finally charged himself with 
the amount, and surrendered the stock to trustees appointed by the 
Chowan Baptist Association to reorganize and establish the Chowan 
Baptist Female Institute. He received no pecuniary benefit from said 
stock, or benefit of any kind, except that he was allowed to send one ~ 
indigent young lady to said institution free of charge, whose tuition 
would have amounted to $62.50. She was in no way related to him. 
The total stock was $10,500. This stock had no pecuniary market value 
whatever, and the defendant acted in the matter in good faith and, as 
he believed, for the best interest of the estate. | 

The stock was at the time believed by the defendant to be insolvent 
and without pecuniary value. The property consisted of the college 
buildings and grounds, constructed and arranged for college purposes, 
and was purchased and had been used by the Baptist denomination for 
many years for a female school. This is located in the village of Mur- 
freesboro, and is worth $20,000. to $25,000, and pays an annual rental 
of $600, which has to be applied to repairs of said property. 

In 1868 the title to said property was held by trustees for the Chowan 
Baptist Association. At that time the institution. was much involved in 
debt, and the association directed and authorized said trustees to convey 
the property to a joint stock company upon the condition that such 
stock company would pay the outstanding debts of the institution and 
would reconvey the property to said association upon its repayment of 
the money expended by such stock company in paying said debts. The 
debts amounted to about $10,500, and a joint stock company was accord- © 
' ingly formed with a capital stock of $10,500, and the amount of stock 
held by each stockholder represented the amount of said debts paid by 
such stockholder. The $1,000 of stock owned by W. 8S. Tayloe, and sold 
by the defendant administrator 7 February, 1881, was a part of 
said capital stock. At the time of said sale the owners of the ( 72 ) 
stock in said company, except two, had voluntarily surrendered 
their stock to trustees, as heretofore stated, without demanding or recelv- 
ing payment of the money expended by them in paying the debts of the 
institution. Of these two stockholders, one, holding $500 of stock, under 
an agreement with the trustees, was permitted to consume the whole of 
his stock in literary tuition for his own children; and the other, holding 
the same amount, consumed $440 thereof under the same agreement, and 
then surrendered the balance. When the stock of W. 8S. Tayloe was sold, 
it was unpaid, and there was no other stock then outstanding. 

The facts as above stated during the argument before his Honor were — 
admitted by both the plaintiff and defendant to be true, and the Court. 
so find. | 
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Upon this evidence the court held that the stock was solvent and could 
by due diligence have been collected in full, and sneer ye defendant 
with the same, as above. 

There was judgment for the plaintiff, and the ‘igeendant having 
excepted, appealed to: this Court. | 


 B.B. Winborne for plawnttff. 
W. D. Pruden for defendant. 


Merrzimon, C. J., after stating the facts: It appears by the record 
that each of the parties waived his right to trial by a jury. It was thus 
consented by the parties that the court might find the facts, and we are 
not at liberty to review the findings of fact by a tribunal thus selected 
by the parties. Moreover, it is stated in the case settled on appeal that 
the facts as stated by the court, “during the argument before his Honor, 
were admitted by both the plaintiff and defendant to be true, and the 

court so finds.” ‘This statement 1s part of the record, and we must 
(73 ) accept.and act upon the record as it comes to us, as duly certified, 

by transcript. It was therefore wholly unnecessary to send up 
the whole or any part of the evidence upon which the court based its _ 
findings of fact. 

The appellant insists that the court improperly Datsel him with the 
face value of the stock of the institute mentioned, because, first, he pur- 
chased the same at a sale thereof made by him as allowed by law, and 
accounted for the sum of money bid, and paid for it in good faith and 
with the view to benefit the estate of which he was administrator; and, 
secondly, that the “stock had no pecuniary market value whatever, and 
the defendant acted in the matter in good faith and, as he believed, for 
the best interest of the estate.” | 

Very certainly, the appellant had no right to purchase the stock of | 
himself at his own sale, made in pursuance of an order of the clerk of | 
the Superior Court allowing a sale of such stock, as he undertook and— 
purported to do. To say the most for him, such sale was voidable at the 
will of the next of kin (of whom the appellee is one) and interested 
creditors. An administrator cannot purchase property at his own sale, 
even in good faith, fairly and for a fair price; certainly, he cannot in 
any case, without the sanction or ratification In some sufficient way mani- 
fested for those interested. This rule is well settled and founded in | 
reason, justice and sound policy. For convenience of reference, we 
here cite several cases more or less in point and stating the reason 
and grounds of the rule. fyden v. Jones, 8 N. C., 497; Cannon v. Jen- 
kins, 16 N. C., 426; Villines v. Norfleet, 17 N. C., 167; Ford v. Blount, 
25 N. C., 516; Tate v. Dalton, 41 N. C., 562; Stewart v. Rutherford, 49 

| : 52 | 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
TAYLOE v. TAYLOR 


NG. 483 ; Robinson v. Clark, 52 N. C., 562; Roberts v. Roberts, 65 
N. CG. 21: Proneberger v. Lewis, 70 N. CG, 456; ; Froneberger v. Lewrs, 
79 N. C,, 496; Howell v. Tyler, 91 N. C., 207. 

It none not appear that the appellee in any way anaticnied: ( 74) 
assented to, or ratified the sale in question. He was not bound 
by it, and he has the right to avoid it. It must be treated as wholly 
ineffectual for the present purpose. | | 

Jf the appellant had sold the stock at a fair sale and in good faith, 
under the order of the clerk of.the court, to some person who might pur- 
chase the same and who bid and paid less than the real value of the 
property, he would be chargeable only with the sum of money he so 
received ; but he chose not to make an effectual sale, thinking and believ- 
ing he ought not to allow a great sacrifice of the stock. But this did not 
justify him in afterwards virtually giving it to the association, as he 
did do. It was not his. There had been no sale of it, and he was bound, 
as administrator, not simply to exercise good faith, but as well to observe 
reasonable care and prudence in the disposition of it. An administrator 
is not an insurer, but he is required to observe good faith and ordinary 
care. He must honestly and faithfully intend to care for and promote 
the just advantage in all respects of the estate for the benefit of those 
interested in it. But this is not sufficient. He is further bound to exer- 
cise reasonable prudence and care. What is such prudence and ordinary 
care must depend more or less upon the condition and circumstances of 
the matters and things to be done or disposed of in the course of admin- 
istering the estate. However honest an administrator may be, and how- 
ever much he may desire to protect and promote the estate with which he 
is charged, he is required to use such ordinary diligence, care, foresight, 
and circumspection as an ordinary sensible and prudent man would do, 
under the like conditions and circumstances, as to his own property and 
affairs. Nelson v. Hall, 58 N. C., 32; Pate sie. Wadsworth, 89 N. C., 
407, and numerous cases there cited; Torrence v. Davidson, 92 N. C., 
437; Grant v. Reese, 94 N. C., 725; Gseen v. Rountree, 88 N. C., 164, 
and the cases there cited. 

In this case the court finds that the appellant acted “in good (75 ) 
faith and, as he believed, for the best interest of the estate”; 
but it finds further “that the stock was solvent and could by due dili- 
gence have been collected in full,” and hence it charged him with 
the face value of the same. It finds that he was honest; that, however, 
he was not reasonably diligent, prudent and careful; that he disposed of 
the stock unlawfully and for a sum of money greatly less than its value, _ 
to the appellee’s injury. And surely the facts as found show that the 
appellant was chargeable with gross negligence. The property of the 
institute was worth from $20,000 to $25,000. It owed debts to the 
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amount of $10,500. Its capital stock was $10,500. The appellant treated 
$1,000 of the stock in his hands as worth but $103, and accounts for only 
that sum. He failed to dispose of it as the law directed, as he should 
have done to relieve himself from liability. The court finds that it is 
worth the sum specified in the certificate. Hence, clearly, the appellant 
was properly charged with that sum. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Warren v. Susman, 168 N. C., 461. 


J. W. ALBERTSON & SON v. HARVEY TERRY anp T. ELY. 
A ppeal—Vacating J udgments—Exceptions—Eacusable Neglect. 


1. The Supreme Court will not review the finding of facts by the trial judge 
upon a motion to vacate a judgment upon the ground of excusable neglect, 
surprise, or inadvertence ; it can only pass upon the question whether such 
facts, in law, do or do not constitute such neglect, surprise, or inadvert- 
ence. 


2. A party making a motion to vacate a judgment because of mistake, surprise, 
or inadvertence has the right to request the court to specify the ground of 
its decision, and a refusal to grant such request will be error. 


3. Where such a motion is denied in the exercise of the discretion of the court, 
the Supreme Court will not review the judgment. 


(76) Morton to vacate judgment rendered in Pasquotank, heard 
before Connor, J., on Fall Circuit, 1890. 7 
The defendants moved to set aside a judgment obtained against them 

by the plaintiffs upon the ground of surprise and excusable neglect. The 

following are the facts found by the court below, and its order there- 

upon: 7 
The Fall Term, 1890, of Pasquotank Court began on Monday, 15 Sep- 

tember. On Monday of the said term the defendant Harvey Terry, being 

an attorney of said court, for himself and his codefendant, requested the 
court to make an order directing the plaintiffs to file a bill of particulars 
before the said defendants be required to answer the complaint; also 
asking that defendants be allowed thirty days within which to file their 
answer, the plaintiffs having filed a verified complaint. 

Counsel for the plaintiffs stated that they would file a bill of particu- 
lars, and requested that an order be made directing the defendants to file 
copies of certain vouchers which they had in their possession. | 
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The said counsel also stated that they would file said bill on Wednes- 
day of said term, but could not consent to an extension of time to defend- 
ants to file their answer. Mr. Terry thereupon assented to the making 
of the order, which appears in the record, directing both parties to. file 
said bill and copies on Wednesday. It was stated by members of the 
_ bar that the docket was small and would be disposed of before the end 
of the week. On Thursday, 18 September, the civil docket was called — 
for the last time, when plaintiffs announced that they bad complied with 
the said order, but that defendants had failed to do so. Mr. Terry had 
not, so far as the memory of the judge serves him, been 1n the courthouse 
aco Monday. The court, thereupon, on motion of the plaintiffs’ coun- 
sel, rendered judgment by default and inquiry, as appears in the record. 
The business of the court, except the discharge of the grand jury, was. 
disposed of at that time. "The judge remained in Elizabeth City 
until Saturday at 12 m., when he left for the next term, begin- (77 ) 
ning at Perquimans on “Monday, 22 September. The court re- 
mained open for the reports of the grand jury and hearing any motion 
which might be made, until 5 o’clock p. m., Friday, 19 September, 1890. 
The defendant did not apply for any order setting aside said judgment 
or extending the time for filing answer, except as hereinbefore stated, as 
appears by the record. The defendant Terry, on Monday, 22 September, 
filed with the clerk the answer which appears in the record. The defend- 
ant Harvey Terry resides in the county of Pasquotank. 

The court, upon the foregoing facts, declined to set aside the said 
judgment. 

The defendants excepted and appealed. 


E. F. Aydlett for plaintiffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Mrrnrimon, C. J., after stating the case: It is not the province of this _ 
Court in this and.like cases to review the findings of fact by the court 
below. It can only decide upon appeal that the facts found do or do not 
constitute “mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect’; it 
cannot go beyond that and decide that the court ought or ought not to 
allow or disallow a motion founded upon such cause to set aside a judg- 
ment, order or other proceeding, as allowed by the statute (The Code, 
sec. 274). This statute vests the discretion to set aside a judgment for 
such cause in the judge before whom the motion is made, and his exer- 
cise of discretion 1s not reviewable by this Court. Branch v. Walker, 92 
N. C., 87; Foley v. Blank, ib., 476. 

it een not appear that the: court refused to allow the motion to set 
aside the judgment complained of, upon the ground that in no view of 
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(78) the facts could they constitute mistake, surprise, inadvertence, 
or excusable neglect. So far as appears, it may, as it might 
do, have denied the motion in the exercise of its discretion, in which 
case this Court could not review its action. The burden is on the appel- 
lants to show error. If they fail to do so, the judgment should be 
affirmed. The presumption is in favor of its correctness and validity. 

If the appellants intended to assign as error that. the court based its 
order upon some particular erroneous ground, they should have requested 
it to specify the ground of its decision; and, the court having done so, 
they should have assigned error in that respect. If the court had refused 
in such ease to specify the ground, such refusal would have been erro- 
neous. 


'. Affirmed. | 


Cited: Williams v. R. R., 110 N. C., 474; Marsh v. Griffin, 123 N. C., 
669; Norton v. McLaurin, 125 N. C., 187; Pharr v. BR. R., 182 N. C., 
492; Osborn v. Leach, 183 N. C., 428; Hardware Co. v. Buhmann, 159 
N. G., 513; Lumber Co. v. Bul nai 160 N. C., 387; McLeod v. Gooch, 
162 N. C., "194: School v. Prerce, 163 N. C., 498 - Th. re Smith, ib., 466; 
Gudiern: Mey, 172 N. C., 194; Lumber Co. v. Cottingham, 173 N. C., 
327; LeRoy v. Salrba, 180 N, OC. , 16; Shepherd v. Shepherd, 1b., 496. 


(79 ) 
THE STATE ex net. MARY E. PRNSSON v. JAMES D. BOONE er at. 


Clerk of Sicnetak Court—Receiver—Official Bond—Interest—Pleading 
and Judgment. 


1. Prior to the enactment of section 72 of The Code (November, 1883), clerks 
of the Superior Courts were not liable upon their official bonds for moneys 
received by them in the capacity of receivers of funds belonging to infants; 
but now, by virtue of that section, such bonds are responsible for all 
‘moneys and effects which may come to their hands by color of their office or 
under any decree or order of a judge, though such order or decree may 
have been irregular or even void for want of jurisdiction. 


2. A bond executed prior to but current at the time of the Snacinent of that 
section would be liable for all such moneys and effects received thereafter 
while the bond was in force. : 


8. Where it was shown that in December, 1882, the clerk of a Superior Court 
who had theretofore been appointed a receiver of funds belonging to a 
minor, received from an administrator a sum of money belonging to 4 
minor, and a receipt therefor, signed “Clerk of the Superior Court and © 
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receiver of,” etc.: Held, that he was.liable upon his bond as clerk, in- 
asmuch as under sections 1548-1544 of .The Code it was made his official 
duty to receive and account for all moneys, etc., paid into his office by 
executors and administrators, and it will be presumed he received the 
money by virtue of that authority. 


4. In an action to recover from the clerk and his sureties moneys received by’ — 
him in his official capacity, the plaintiff is entitled to interest at 6 per cent 
per annum from the time of its receipt by the officer, and to 12 per cent 
from the time of demand and refusal to pay. 


Apprat from Womack, J., at J anuary Term: 1890, of NorrHampron, 

The defendant, James D. Boone, was continuously clerk of the Su-. 
perior Court of the county of Northampton from December, 1879, until 
8 Décember, 1884, and his codefendants are sureties to his official bonds, 
alleged breaches of which are the subject of this action. 

At Spring Term, of 1880, of the Superior Court of that county, the 
court, on motion of the solicitor of the State, made an order relieving 
a former “receiver” (presently to be mentioned) and appointing the said 
clerk “receiver”... . to manage the funds of said minor children and 
lunatics (numerous persons mentioned), including the relator (who was 
at that time an infant), for their benefit, and make his annual report,” 
etc. 

Afterwards, on 4 December, 1882, the said clerk, as such receiver, re- 
ceived from James W. Grant, administrator de bonis non of Samuel 
Presson, $770.59, which sum was due the relator (then an infant) as her 
share of her father’s personal estate, and executed to him a receipt, 
whereof the following isa copy: _ 

“770.59. Received of James W. Grant, as administrator de ( 80) 
honis non of Samuel Presson, the sum of seven hundred and | 
seventy dollars and fifty-nine cents, in full payment of Mary E. Presson’s 
share of said Samuel Presson, which said sum was coming to her as dis- 
tributee of said Samuel Presson. This 4 September, 1882. 

(Seal.) Jamus D. Boons, 
Clerk of the Supervor Court of N orthampton County and Receiver of 

_. Mary E. Presson.” 


The said Mary E. Presson, after she attained the age of twenty-one 
years, on 18 March, 1885, demanded of the said Boone that he pay her 
the said sum of money, with interest thereon, and he refused and 
failed to pay or account to her for the same. Whereupon, she 
brought this action to recover the said sum. She alleges, among other 
things, that the said Boone misapplied, converted to his own use, and re- 
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fused to account to her for the same, etc., etc. The defendants denied 
most of the material allegations of the Dat and the presdings 


raised issues of fact. 
The following is so much of the case settled on apps! as need be re- 


ported : 7 
: “The plaintiff offered in evidence the record of the appointment of 
J.D. Boone as receiver of Mary E. Presson, the relator, at Spring Term, 
1880, of said court. The defendants objected to this evidence, for that 
the record did not show that the court had jurisdiction of the person of 
Mary E. Presson or of her property; that this was not all of the record, 
in that the appointment of N. R. Odom, a former receiver, should be first 
introduced, which defendants contended was invalid, and that hence the 
appointment of Boone was invalid. This record of appointment of N. R. 
Odom was subsequently introduced by the defendants. Objection over- 
ruled, and exception by the defendants. | | 
“The plaintiff then offered in evidence the receipt of Boone, 
(81) dated 4 September, 1882, and then closed his case.” 
- With a view of showing that N. R. Odom (the former clerk 
and receiver) was never legally appointed receiver of Mary E. Presson’s 
estate, the defendants introduced the record of said appointment, as 


follows: 


“Norra Carotina—Superior Court, Spring Term, 1877. 


“Tt is ordered by the court that N. R. Odom be and hereby is ap- 
pointed receiver for Mary E. Presson and Martha A. Presson, minor 
children of Samuel Presson, deceased, and that N. R. Odom is hereby 
authorized and empowered to collect and receive from James W. Grant, 
public administrator, who is administrator de bonis non of the said 
Samuel Presson, all sums of money that may be or came into his hands, 
belonging to said infants, and expend the 3 income, if necessary, for their 


maintenance and support.” 


W. W. Peebles, a witness for the defendant, then testified that he and 
the former clerk of said court, the said J. D. Boone, made a thorough 
- search of the records in said office for said county, and that no report. or 
presentment by the grand jury that Mary E. Presson was a minor, havy- 
ing an estate, and was without guardian, could be found, and that no 
entry or memorandum of such report or presentment could be found; 
that the record introduced contained all that could be found in said office 
touching the appointment of said Odom as receiver of Mary E. Presson. 

The defendants insisted, that when the court appointed Odom receiver 
of Mary E. Presson’s estate it had jurisdiction neither of the person. of 
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Mary E. Presson nor of her estate, and that the appointment was a nul- 
lity; and that the appointment of James D. Boone as receiver in his stead 
was also null and void, and asked the court so to charge. 

The judge instructed the jury that, if the evidence is believed, ( 82 ) 
the defendant Boone received the money alleged in the complaint 
by virtue and color of his office as clerk of the Superior Court, and that 
the jury would answer the first issue “Yes.” The defendants excepted 
to this charge. | 

The judge further charged the jury to allow the plaintiff six per cent 
interest from the time the defendant J. D. Boone received the fund until 
the time a demand was made on him, which was at the time of the service 
of the summons on the defendant Boone, and twelve per cent thereafter. 
The defendants excepted to this charge on the ground that the fund did 
not bear interest until a demand was made. 

The following issues were submitted to the jury— 

1. Did the defendant J. D. Boone receive the money eon one in the 
complaint by virtue or color of his office as clerk of the Superior Court 
of Northampton County ! To which the jury answered, “Yes.” 

2. What amount is due the relator { ‘To which the jury answered, 
«$700. a? 

There was a Judgment upon the verdict, and appeal by defendants. 

The defendants filed the following exceptions— 

1. The judge erred in admitting the record of the appointment e 
J. D. Boone as receiver of Mary EK. Presson. 

2. In instructions to the jury. 

3. In refusing to give the instructions asked by the defendants. 


T. W. Mason for plaintiff. 
f. B. Peebles and B. 8. Gay for defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The defendant Boone was 
elerk at and before the Spring Term, 1880, of the Superior Court men- 
tioned above. At that term he was appointed, as clerk, receiver: 
of the funds belonging to the relator, then an infant. Afterwards, ( 83 ) 
on 4 December, 1882, he received of funds due to her, $770.59, 
which, it is alleged, he misapplied to his own use and purposes. He pur- 
ported to be appointed such receiver under and in pursuance of the 
statute (Bat. Rev., ch. 58, secs. 22, 47). The liability of such clerk as 
receiver arising under these statutory provisions was not, at the time just 
mentioned, embraced by his official bonds, because, as has been decided, 
his office and duties as such clerk did not embrace the receivership and 
the duties and liabilities incident thereto. The receivership and its inci- 
dents were outside of and beyond his official duties as clerk, and hence 
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not embraced by his official bond and its purposes. Bat. Rev., ch. 17, see. 
187; Kerr v. Brandon, 84 N. C., 128; Rogers v. Odom, 86 N. O,, 432; 
Syme v. Bunting, 91 N. C., 52. 

_ The scope and purpose of the official bonds of oe of the Superior 
Courts were afterwards enlarged by the statute (The Code, sec. 72), 
which provided, among other things, that the bond required should be 
void, “If he (the clerk) shall account for and pay over, according to 
law, all moneys and effects which have come or may come into his hands 
by virtue or color of his office, or under an order or decree of a Judge, 
even though such order or decree be void for want of jurisdiction or other 
wrregularities,” etc. This statutory provision greatly enlarged the com- 
_ ‘pass of the clerk’s bond, and, as enlarged, it embraces receiverships and 

the incidental liabilities growing out of them. Syme v. Bunting, supra. 

But the receivership and the liability growing out of it in this case was 

created and arose before the statutory provision Just cited, and it oper- 
ated only prospectively; it did not apply to and embrace such liabilities 
existing at the time it was enacted. Syme v. Bunting, supra; Thomas v. 
Connelly, 104 N. C., 342. The bond of the clerk current at the time 
| of the enactment would, however, embrace such liabilities of the 
( 84) clerk arising thereafter, because it was contemplated, at the time 
the bond in such case was given, that new and additional duties 
and obligations might be added to those of the clerk existing at that time. 
The statute so expressly provided. Bat. Rev., ch. 17, sec. 137; ee 

ton v. Nutt, 78 N. C., 177; 8. ¢, 80 N. C., 265, 

It appears that the defendant clerk cad receiver received the fund in 
question in December of 1882. The statute enlarging the scope of clerk’s 
bond above cited took effect on the first day of November, 1883. The 
Code, sec. 8866. The bond sued upon does not, therefore, embrace the 
liability of the defendant clerk as receiver. Syme v. Bunting, supra. 
It might possibly be otherwise if 1t appeared that the clerk, as receiver, 
had the fund at and after the time the enlarging statute took effect. It 
does not appear that he so had the same. 

It is made a ground of defense in the answer of the defendants, that 
the appointment of the defendant clerk as receiver of the relator was void, 
because, as alleged, there was no action pending in which such appoint- 
ment might be made, nor was there any presentment of a grand jury 
that authorized such appointment as contemplated and intended by the 
statute (Bat. Rev., ch. 53, secs. 21, 22, 46, 47) then in force. The ap- 
pointment seems to have been, at least, irregular. So far as appears, it 
was made upon the mere suggestion and motion of the solicitor for the 
State. But we need not decide that such appointment was or was not 
void, because we are of opinion that the relator is entitled to recover 
whether the defendant clerk was or was not such receiver. 
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The statute (The Code, secs. 1543, 1544; Laws 1881, ch. 305, secs. 
1, 3) prescribes that “It shall be competent for any executor, administra- 
tor or collector, at any time after twelve months from the date of letters 
testamentary or of administration, to pay into the office of clerk of the 
Superior Court of the county where such letters were granted, any 
- moneys belonging to the legatees or distributees of the estate of ( 85 ) 

his testator or intestate, and such payment shall have the effect to 
discharge such executor, administrator or collector, and his sureties on 
his official bond, to the extent of the amount so paid. 

“Tt shall be the duty of the clerk, in the cases provided for in the 
preceding section, to receive such money from any executor, adminis- 
trator or collector, and to execute a receipt for the same under the seal 
of his office.” 

Now, when a clerk receives money as contemplated ig this statutory 
provision, he clearly receives it by virtue of his office. It is made his 
duty, and he is required to receive money in the cases provided for, and 
in the nature of the matter he is charged and chargeable with it as clerk 
when and as soon as he receives it. He is required to keep the same 
safely until he shall pay it to the persons entitled to have the same. His 
bond is intended to secure “all moneys and effects which have come or 
may come into his hands.by virtue or color of his office,” etc. Thomas v. 
Connelly, supra; Cassidey ex parte, 95 N. C., 225; Sharpe v. Connelly, 
105 N. C., 87. | 

It sepous here, by and from the complaint, among other material 
facts alleged, that an administrator de bonis non, after the lapse of more 
than twelve months next after the date of his letters of administration, 
paid the sum of money mentioned for the relator, a distributee of the 
intestate, to the clerk of the Superior Court of the county where such 
letters were granted; that the clerk gave his receipt for the same, signing 
it as “Clerk of the Superior Court of Northampton County, and receiver 
of Mary E. Presson,” the relator, and under the seal of his office. The 
clerk thus received money that he might receive and be charged with 
in a case in the way provided for by the statute. He seems to have had 
_ the statute in view, and to have intended to comply with its requirements. 
He gave his receipt as clerk “under the seal of his office’—that is, the 
seal of the court—kept and used by him. He had no other seal 
of office required or recognized by law. Hence, the seal of the ( 86 ) 
court is meant. Although the clerk may have been receiver, still __ 
he might receive such fund into his office as clerk. The statute required 
that he should receive it as clerk, to be paid out to whomsoever might 
be entitled to have it. It was in his hands—in his office—for all lawful 
purposes. He received it, as he might do, as clerk as well as receiver. 
He purported to receive it by virtue of his office in the case provided for 
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by law. Else, wherefore did he give and sign the receipt as clerk under 
his seal of office? There is no reason why he might not receive the fund 
into his office as clerk, although the court might, in’ some appropriate 
pertinent way, require him to deal with the fund as receiver, if he were 
such receiver. He might be chargeable with the fund in the double 
capacity of clerk and receiver. In a proper case, the court might have 
jurisdiction to require him, in such double capacity, to account for and 
dispose of the fund according to law. The mere fact that the clerk was 
receiver did not prevent him from receiving the fund that he was re- 
quired by law to receive as clerk. 

As the defendant might thus receive the fund and did so, as appears 
from the pleadings, and his receipt not being denied, the law charged 
him with it as clerk by virtue of his office, and when. he made default 
in failing to pay the same to the relator, who was entitled to have it, 
as he was bound to do, she at once became entitled to have her remedy 
for such default against his sureties to his appropriate official bond for a 
breach of the condition thereof. 

. Nor is there any just reason why the relator may not have her remedy 
‘In this action, because the allegations of the complaint fully develop 
informally her cause of action against the defendant as clerk as well as 
recetver, and it appears from material facts admitted in the answer, and 
ce the verdict of the jury upon the pertinent issues of fact sub- 
( 87) mitted to them, that the relator is entitled to have the judgment 

appealed from. "When the cause of action appears sufficiently from 
the complaint, though informally alleged, and the case is tried upon its 
merits, the court ought to enter such judgment, as the pleadings, the ad- 
missions of fact, the findings of fact in some cases by the court or a 
referee, or the verdict of a jury upon issues submitted to them, warrant, 
without regard to an imperfect or improper demand for judgment in the. 
complaint or other pleadings, or whether there be any formal demand 
therefor. The merits of the matter litigated and settled appearing, the 
law at once suggests the proper judgment to be given. While it is far 
better and very desirable that the pleadings shall be directly pertinent, 
precise and orderly, still when they can be upheld as sufficient, this must 
be done, if to do so works no injustice to a party. This is the spirit and | 
purpose of the present method of civil procedure. Dempsey v. Rhodes, 
93 N. C., 120; Moore v. Nowell, 94 N. C., 265; Harris v. Sneeden, 104 
N. ©., 369. 

The exception to the instruction the court gave the j jury as to interest 
is unfounded. As the defendant clerk failed to pay the relator the 
money he had so received when she demanded that he pay her the same, 
the presumption is that he used it as soon as he received it. He might 
show the contrary. If he used it, he was properly chargeable with inter- 
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est at the rate of six per centum per annum, and twelve per centum, 
certainly, from the time of the demand. The Code, sec. 1890; S. v. Allen, 
27 N.C., 36. The judgmentis 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Smith v. Patton, 181 N. C., 397. 


(88 ) 


J. L. DOVER Anp wire v. H. L. RHEA ET AL. 


Trust—Trustee—C ontract—Statute of Frauds—-Evidence. 


1. Where A corveyed a tract of land to B upon a parol trust to pay certain 
judgments, etc., and these were paid off and discharged with the proceeds 
of other lands held by A: Held, that a trust resulted to him, and that 
such an interest cannot be transferred by parol. 


2, Although the trustor intended to give the land, which he sold, to his daugh- 
ter, the plaintiff, and defendant agreed by parol to convey the lands held 
in trust to her: Held, that this did not constitute the defendant a trustee 
for the plaintiff, but amounted to a parol contract to convey, which was 
within the statute of frauds, and that the Perena trust descended to the 
heirs at law of the trustor. | 


Aorton, tried before re J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1890, of 
' Manison. 

The purpose of the action was to declare the defendant a trustee for 
the benefit of the plaintiff Polly as to a certain tract of land described in 
the complaint. The only issue submitted to the jury was as follows: | 

“Does H. R. Rhea hold the land under a parol agreement to convey to 
Polly Dover ?” | 

It was in evidence that J. L. Rhea, the father of the feme plaintiff and 
defendant, conveyed the said land (it being known as the Arrington 
tract) to his son N. L. Rhea by deed absolute, upon a parol trust to sell 
the same and pay certain judgments which had been obtained against 
the said J. L. Rhea by one Flasher, and also certain costs, ete. That said 
N. L. Rhea, with the consent of his father, conveyed to the defendant by 
deed absolute, upon similar parol trusts, all of said tract except twelve 
acres, which he had sold to one Hensley, and substituting for said twelve 
acres, twenty-five acres of other land which his father had previously 
given him. That there was an express agreement that the defend-_ 
ant should hold all of said land upon the trusts above mentioned. ( 89 ) 
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It was also in evidence that said J. L. Rhea had divided all of his land 
(except that above mentioned) among his children and conveyed to them 
except a tract intended for Polly. 

That afterwards, being pressed upon. the judgments and being unable 
to sell. the land conveyed in trust, and there being an offer for the tract 
intended for Polly, J. L. Rhea sold and conveyed the same to W. S. Rhea 
for $400, and that this was done upon an understanding with the defend- 
ant that he would convey the land he held in trust to said Polly whenever 
she called for a deed. It was also in evidence that defendant took the 
money and paid off and discharged the said judgments, costs, ete. 

The defendant denied that he took the land in question upon any trust 
whatever, claiming that he purchased the same for a valuable consider- 
ation. He denies that he ever promised to convey the land to Polly. 
There was no evidence that Polly was ever in possession of the tract set 
apart and intended for her, nor was it ever conveyed to her. The Flasher 
judgments were against J. L. Rhea as principal, and the defendant as his 
surety. 

The defendant objected to evidence as to his declaration that he would 
convey the land to Polly, claiming that it was inhibited by the statute of 
frauds. It was admitted, and he excepted. | 

The court, after stating the contention of the parties, etc., charged 
as follows: 

“Tf, upon the whole evidence, it is ieee to the satisfaction of the jury 
that i, L. Rhea, in the division of his lands among his children, set apart . 
a tract which fie intended for his daughter Polly, and also set apart a 
tract to be sold to pay off the judgments against him, which he conveyed 
; to his son N. L. Rhea for that purpose and with that understand- 

(90) ing, and N. L. Rhea, while holding the same for that purpose, con- 

veyed twelve acres to Hensley, and to replace the value of the 
twelve acres conveyed twenty-five acres spoken of in the evidence, together 
with the said tract to his brother H. R. Rhea, with the consent of J. L. 
Rhea, and H. R. Rhea accepted the said deed from N. L. Rhea for the 
same purpose and with the same understanding, then he was simply a 
trustee. And if before H. R. Rhea-sold the land or paid the judgments, 
he agreed with J. L. Rhea that if J. L. Rhea would convey to W. 8. Rhea 
the tract intended for Polly and let him take the money and pay on the 
judgments, he would hold the tract (including the twenty-five acres) 
-which N. L. Rhea had conveyed to him for Polly, and make a deed to 
her for the same, and J. L. Rhea conveyed the land to W. S. Rhea and 
the purchase-price was paid to H. R. Rhea, then the jury should answer 
the issue, ‘Yes’; otherwise, they will answer, ‘No.’ ” 

There were several exceptions to the charge, but these are not necessary 
to be stated to a proper understanding of the opinion. 
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The jury found the issue submitted to them by the court, which an 
pears in the record of the plaintiff. 

The counsel for the defendant then moved for judgment non obstante 
veredicto. The court stated to counsel that a judgment non obstante 
veredicto was a judgment rendered in favor of the plaintiff, notwithstand- 
ing the verdict for the defendant, and that this judgment was given upon 
motion, which can only be made by the plaintiff, and refused the motion 
of the defendants’ counsel, to which he excepted. 

The counsel for the defcndants moved that, notwithstanding the ver- 
dict, that as it appeared that the defendants had paid several hundred 
dollars to discharge encumbrances upon the land in dispute held charge- 
able with such sum, that an account be ordered to ascertain the same. 
Motion refused by the court, and the defendant excepted. 

The court denied the motion for a new trial and gave judgment 
for the plaintiff. ( 91 ) 

The following note was appended by his Honor: | 

“T sign and settle the above as the case on appeal for the Supreme 
Court, notice of time and place for settling the same being waived by 
the parties. I send up the entire evidence because of the defendants’ - 
motion for Judgment non obstante veredicto and his motion for a new 
trial. For these reasons I adopt the suggestion of the defendants’ coun- 
sel to send up all the evidence, that the case and my rulings may be 
clearly seen and fully reviewed by the Supreme Court.” 

The judgment declared that the plaintiff was the owner of the land, 
and that, upon the failure of the defendants to convey to her in ten days, 
the decree should operate as passing the title. 

Defendants appealed. 


T. F. Davidson for plaintiffs. 
W. H. Malone (by brief) for defendants. 


Surepuerp, J.. There was evidence tending to show that J. L. Rhea, 
in effect, conveyed the land to the defendant upon a parol trust to sell 
the same and apply the proceeds to the satisfaction and discharge of the 
judgments and costs mentioned in the complaint. Assuming this to be 
true, we are, nevertheless, unable to find anything in the record which 
warrants the judgment of his Honor declaring that the defendant held 
the land in trust for the feme plaintiff, and directing that he execute a 
conveyance to her. If, as contended, the purposes of the trust were effec- 
tuated by the trustor with other means furnished by him, it is plain that 
there was a resulting trust in his favor. 1 Perry on Trusts, 152. This 
resulting trust descended to the heirs at law of the trustor, unless the 
feme plaintiff can show that he transferred it to her in his lifetime. 
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(92) It is well settled that while an express trust in lands may, 

in this State, be created by a parol declaration made contem- 
poraneously with the transfer of the legal title (Pittman v. Pittman, 
107 N. C., 159), such trust, when created, together with the resultant 
interest of the trustor, can be conveyed only in the same manner as other 
equitable interests in real property. Patton v. Clendennin, 7 N. C., 68; 
Holmes v. Holmes, 86 8. C., 208. The question then to be determined is 
whether the resultant interest of J. L. Rhea has been aequired by his 
daughter, the feme plaintiff. 

The said trustor had another tract of land which he intended to give his 
daughter, but instead of conveying it to her he sold it and with the pro- 
ceeds paid off the judgments and costs above mentioned. The feme plain- 
tiff had no legal or equitable interest whatever in this land, and her 
father was at liberty to dispose of it as he pleased. It is true that the 

defendant promised that, upon a sale of the same and the payment of the 
said indebtedness, he would convey the tract which he held to the feme 
plaintiff; but if we consider this as a mere agreement to convey, it is void 
under the statute of frauds, and if we treat it as a declaration of trust’ 
‘it must likewise fail, hecatise it is not evidenced by any writing, and was 
not made in connection with a conveyance of the legal title. Frey v. 
Ramsour, 66 N. C., 466; Pittman v. Pittman, supra. It amounted simply 
to a parol agreement to convey the land to the feme plaintiff, and this, 
we have seen, cannot be enforced where it is denied by the answer. Hollar 
v. Richards, 102 N. C., 545; Fortescue v. Crawford, 105 N. C., 30. It is 
urged, however, that the plaintiff is’ entitled to relief by way of subro- 
gation or by constructive trust, but this is founded entirely upon the idea 
that she had some interest in the property sold by her father, and, as | 
such was not the case, it is clear that the position cannot be maintained. 
‘Her father relied simply upon the verbal agreement of the defendant to 
convey, and as the latter denies the agreement it must follow that 
( 93 ) there was error in holding that the ee aa the cee 
title to the land in question. 

As the case goes back for a new trial, we think it proper to say that 
the other heirs at law may be made parties, and if a resulting trust be 
established, the plaintiff may, upon petition, obtain substantial justice 
by requiring the heirs to account for the advancements made to them. 

New trial. | 
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THOMAS T. FLOYD er at. v.. EDWIN I. THOMAS. 


Waste—Hvidence, Collateral and Direct—Wiiness. 


In an action by remainderman against tenant for life for waste, the defendant 
testified that he used the land as a prudent owner of the fee would have 
done; and, further, that at the time of the commission of the alleged waste 
he believed he was the owner of the fee: Held, that the testimony of his 
belief of ownership was not collateral merely, but went directly to support 
his evidence as to the manner in which he had used the land, and, there- 
fore, might be contradicted by competent proofs. 


Action of waste, tried at Spring Term, 1890, of NorrHamprTon, 
before Womack, J. 

The plaintiffs alleged as a ground for demanding damage that the 
defendant committed voluntary waste by cutting valuable timber trees, 
and also permitted the dwelling-house, stables, barns and outhouses to 
fall into decay for want of repairs. 

The defendant answered that he had dealt with a land in a husband- 
manlike manner, and, in clearing, had been careful to observe the proper 
proportions which prudent owners in fee would, between cleared and 
woodland, observe in clearing the woodland, and that, until the 
dwelling-house was burned, it was occupied by John G. Floyd ( 94) 
and wife, Emily. The defendant averred further that, under his 
management, the land had been made more valuable than when he took 
possession. | 

The defendant, Thomas, was examined as a witness in his own behalf, 
and testified, in substance, that there had been no waste committed; that 
he (witness) had used the land as a prudent man would his own land, 
and that at the time the acts alleged to constitute waste were committed 
he believed that he was the owner in fee simple of the locus in quo, and 
used it as he did his own land. 

On cross-examination he was asked by plaintiffs’ counsel if he did not 
know that he never was the owner in fee simple of the land. Witness 
answered “No.” 

He was then asked whether in another action between plaintiffs and 
witness, determined at January Term, 1889, of Northampton Superior 
Court, it had not been decided that witness was tenant for life of Mrs. 
J. G. Floyd, and that the plaintiffs herein were the remaindermen. 
Witness answered “Yes.” 

Witness was then asked whether he did not, in his verified answer, 
filed in that action, admit that when he bought the land from J. G. 
Floyd he knew that said Floyd paid for it with the proceeds of slaves in 
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which Mrs. Floyd had a life estate, with remainder to the present plain- 
tiffs. Witness answered “No; he never knew anything about how it was 
paid for.” 

Thereupon the plaintiffs offered in evidence the said answer of defend- 
ant. Defendant objected, on the ground that the matter was collateral 
and plaintiffs were bound by his answer. Objection overruled, and 
defendant excepted to the part of the answer mentioned which admitted 
notice of the purchase of the land with said slaves at the time witness 
purchased. Verdict for the plaintiff. Motion for a new trial refused. 
Judgment. Appeal by defendant. 


-°(95) R&R. O. Burton, Jr., for plaintrff. 
W. H. Day and R. B. Peebles for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The defendant, after testifying on 
his examination in chief that he had, as tenant for life of Mrs. Emily 
Floyd, used the land as a prudent man would his own, stated further, 
without objection, that at the time when it was alleged he had imenrred 
liability for waste he believed he was the owner in fee simple, and had 
exercised the same care in the management of it that he had exhibited 1 in 
dealing with his own land. 

The gravamen of the complaint is that the fetta unlawfully cut 
down and destroyed valuable timber trees. The defense is that he cut 
down trees in clearing such a portion of the woodland as a prudent owner 
in fee, observing the accepted rules of good husbandry, would have 
cleared for cultivation, and was not therefore answerable to the remain- 
dermen for voluntary waste. 

The jury, in responding to the issues, would be required to pass upon 
the question whether the defendant inflicted lasting injury to the inherit- 
ance in preparing timbered land for cultivation, or whether the cutting 
of trees was merely incidental to the opening for cultivation of such 
portion of the woodland as, in the exercise of reasonable care, he would 
have cleared had he been owner in fee. He had been allowed to testify, 
without objection, that he did not believe at the time he was only a hfe 
tenant. Whether this testimony was competent or not, it was certainly 
not collateral. The defendant had been permitted to state his opinion 
as to the nature of his own estate in the land. He had, therefore, the 
benefit of whatever weight the jury might give to that fact in determin-— 
ing whether he was as careful as a prudent owner of the fee would have 
been in adjusting the proportion of cleared and wooded land. Having 
testified, therefore, to an opinion which tended to corroborate his state- 

ment that in fact he managed the land as a skillful husbandman 
(96) would his own, it was competent to contradict him by asking 
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whether he knew certain facts inconsistent with such belief on his 
part, and then to put in evidence a verified answer filed by the wit- 
ness embodying statements not reconcilable with his evidence. 1 Green- 
leaf on Ev., sec. 449; S. v. Kirkman, 63 N. C., 246; Stephens’ Dig. of 
Ev., Art. 139, Collateral facts are such as are ineapable of affording 
any ’ reasonable presumption or inference as to the principal fact or mat- 
ter in dispute. 1 Greenleaf, sec. 52. As we have seen, the opinion given 
in this case became important on account of its tendency to corroborate 
the evidence of the defendant upon the very question on which the find- 
ing of the jury depended, and the plaintiff could not refrain from con- 
tradicting it without peril. The case, therefore, does not fall within the 
rule in reference to collateral matters. Hdwards v. Sullivan, 30 N. C., 
302. The belief that he was the owner in fee, if it existed, was calculated 
to stimulate the defendant to exercise care in dealing with the land. It 
was a motive to make him act the part of a prudent person holding the 
fee. Proof that he knew he had no more than a life estate was evidence, 
if not of an incentive to commit waste, at least of the absence of any 
selfish motive for protecting the inheritance against injury. 

We think, therefore, that there was no error in admitting the testi- 
mony, and the judgment 3 is | . 

Affirmed. 


(97) 
THOMAS J. HARRELL v. JOHN WILSON er at. 
Fraud, When Courts Will Not Interfere to Remedy. 


The courts will not set aside a decree confirming a judicial sale of land at the 
suit of one who, being a party to the original cause, alleges that he was 
induced by the purchaser not to bid at the sale or resist a confirmation 
thereof, at a grossly inadequate price, by a promise that the purchaser 
would reconvey to him. Both parties being guilty of the fraud, the law 
will leave them alone. 


Aotton tried at May Term, 1890, of Brrriz, before Armfield, J., on 
the verified complaint, which is in these words: 

The plaintiff complains and alleges: . 

1. That on 9 October, 1882, the defendants above named commenced 
an action against this plaintiff in the Probate Court of Bertie, North 
Carolina, for partition by a sale thereof of the following land, to wit 
(here follows a description of the land, not material to the question 
before the court), in which said action the plaintiffs therein admit 
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Thomas J. Harrell, this plaintiff, to be the owner of an undivided three- 
fifths interest in, and to the same. 

2, That on 3 ‘November, 1882, a decree of sale was entered in said 
action directing a sale of said land for partition among the tenants in 
common, and James B. Martin, attorney for the plaintiffs in that action, 
was appointed by the court a commissioner to make said sale. 

3. That said commissioner made sale of said land on 1 January, 1883, 
when and where J. B. Spivey and Etherton Williams became the last 
and highest bidders, in the sum of $300, which said sum was not a fair 
and adequate price for said land, the same being reasonably worth 
$1,000. | 

4, These defendants have admitted the rental value of the land 
( 98 ) to be worth $150 a year. 

5. That said sum of $300 ought not to have been reported as a 
fair and adequate bid for said land, but a resale of the same should have 
been had; that the plaintiff, T. J. Harrell, was deterred and prevented 
from filing exceptions and objections to the report of the commissioner 
in said action, and filing objections and exceptions to said sale, for the 
reason that no report of sale was filed in said action until on 18 January, 
1883, and on that day and simultaneously with the filing of the said 
. report a decree was made confirming said report and ordering ale to be 
made to the purchaser. 

6. That on that day, to wit, 18 January, 1883, the plaintiff, Thomas 
J. Harrell, offered and tendered to the then clerk of the Superior Court 
of Bertie County, W. M. Sutton, the sum of $30, which was 10 per cent 
of the amount bid, which tender was made as an advance bid and for the 
purpose of having said land resold, which said sum of $30 so tendered by 
the plaintiff was refused and declined by said W. M. Sutton, the then 
clerk of the Superior Court of Bertie County, said Sutton stating at the 
time of said refusal that he was instructed by counsel for the plaintiff 
not to receive said sum. 

7. That plaintiff was induced not to object to a confirmation of any 
report that might be made in the cause by the promises and representa- 
tions of J. B. Spivey, who purchased the land under a verbal agreement 
with T. J. Harrell to let said T. J. Harrell have said land back, as it was 
the old homestead of plaintiff’s ancestors; that said Spivey made said 
contract falsely and fraudulently, with no intention of performing it, 
for the purpose of inducing the plaintiff not to run the land, and for the 
purpose of inducing plaintiff not to object to said sale. 

8. That by reason of said fraudulent acts of said Spivey, who 
(99 ) was acting for his coplaintiffs in said matter, said decree of con- 

firmation was made, and said final decree confirming said report 
is void in law and irregular, and ought not to bind the plaintiff. 
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9. That the plaintiff hereby tenders the sum of $30 advance on the 
amount of the bid-in said action for the purpose of having said land 
resold. 

10. That the ee of no third parties howe intervened, and, if any, 
they were taken with notice of the fraud and irregularity in said decree 
confirming said report. 

Wherefore, the plaintiff demands judgment: 

1. That the final decree confirming the report of sale made in the 
action referred to in this action be declared void, oe that the same be 
set aside. 

2. That a resale of said land be ordered. 

3. All legal and equitable relief and costs. 

The court rendered judgment as follows: 

“This cause coming on to be tried, the court intimated an opinion that 
plaintiff could not recover upon his complaint, and the plaintiff, in def- 
erence to such intimation, submitted to a nonsuit and appealed.” 


F. D. Winston and D. C. Winston for plainteff. 


No counsel contra. 


Avery, J., after stating the case: It is familiar learning that he who 
comes into a court of conscience for relief must come with ‘clean hands. 
Where two persons enter into a scheme to prevent fair competition of bid- 
ders for a tract of land exposed to public sale, and thereby defraud others 
who are interested in causing it to bring a fair price, and one, in fur- 
therance of the plan, buys the property at much less than its true value, 
and takes title in his own name, a Court of Equity will not set aside 
the decree confirming the sale at the instance of the other who 
is particeps doli, but will leave the parties in the position where (100) 
they have placed themselves. 1 Pom. Eq. Jur., sec. 401. 

In the seventh paragraph of his complaint the plaintiff alleges that he 
was deterred from bidding for the land and making it bring its full 
value, and also from objecting to the order confirming the sale, by a 
verbal promise of the defendants, J. B. Spivey and Etherton Wilson, to 

convey to him the old family homestead, a tract of land bought at said 
sale. Such an agreement will not be enforced. It is not necessary to 
inquire whether relief should be sought in a new action or by motion in 
the original cause, since the complainant, on his own showing, cannot 
invoke the aid of the court to set aside the sale for fraud in which he 
participated. We concur, therefore, with the judge who tried the cause 
below 1n the opinion that the plaintiff is not entitled to recover upon me 
facts stated in the complaint. The judgment must be 
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(101) 


J. K. PURIFOY, Apre,iant, v. RICHMOND & DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Railroads—Rhight of Way—Counterclaim—“At”—Change of Terminus. 


1. When a railroad is empowered to connect with another railroad “at the city 
of Charlotte, at the point which may be found most practicable,” and the 
connection is made at a point 1,000 yards outside the city limits, but at the 
most practicable point, this is within the charter. “At” does not neces- 
sarily mean “in” the city. 


2, When authority is given to connect with the C. & 8S. ©. Railroad or with the 
N. CG. Railroad at Charlotte, and the railroad locates its line and proceeds 
to construct it to a junction with the N. C. Railroad, but, a few months 
before its completion to the latter point, crosses another railroad which 
connects with the C. &S. C. Railroad, and by permission of this latter rail- 
road it runs its cars temporarily over it to the C. & S. C. Railroad (laying 
down a third rail by reason of difference in gauge), this is not a “con- 
struction of its railroad to a junction with the C. & 8. C. Railroad’ which 
deprives it of its election to connect with the N. C. Railroad. 


3. Where the railroad was completed through the locus in quo prior to the act 
of 1872 (The Code, sec. 1952), it was not necessary to the validity of the 
location that a map of the route should be filed. 


4, When the charter provides that, in the absence of any contract, the corpora- 
tion ‘acquires title to 100 feet on each side of the track, and if no claim for 
damages is brought in two years from the completion of that part of the 
road, it is barred, the corporation has a valid title to the right of way as 
its track is completed. R&R. R. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., 746. 


5. The title of the railroad to the right of way, once acquired, cannot be lost 
by occupancy as to any part of it by the lapse of time. The Code, sec. 150; 
R. R. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., T46. 


6. In a civil action, when there is no conflict of evidence, the judge should 
direct the verdict to be entered. 


Action tried before Philips, J., and a jury, at Spring en 1890, of 


MecKLENBURG. 7 
Appeal by the plaintiff. The facts sufficiently appear in the ae 


W. B. Dowd for plaintiff. 
D,. Schenck and G. F. Bason for defendant. 


Crark, J. Acts Special Session 1868, ch. 8, incorporated the AST: 
Railroad of South Carolina, and authorized it “to construct, equip and 
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operate its road within the limits of this State from any point on the 
South Carolina line to such point on the C. & 8. C. Railroad or the 
N. C. Railroad at Charlotte as shall be found most practicable,” and 
gave the company “all the rights, powers and privileges conferred on 
the C. & S. C. Railroad by chapter 84, Acts 1846-47.” Sections 

25 and 27 of this last act give the corporation a right of way of (102) 
100 feet on each side of the center of the roadbed, reserving to the 
owners the right to apply for an assessment of damages within two years 
from the completion of that part of the road, and if application 1s not 
made within that time the claim is barred. 

By a succession of charters and conveyances, all of which were in 
evidence, and are set out in the record, the rights conferred by aforesaid 
charter of 1868 have been transferred to and are vested in the A. & C. 
A.-L, Railroad Company, the principal defendant. 

The plaintiff sues 1n ejectment to recover land oceupied by the track 
of defendant A. & C. A.-L. Railroad, and damages for use and occupa- 
tion. The locus in quo lies east of the A. & C. A.-L. Railroad, Trade 
street depot, in Charlotte, and between said depot and the junction of 
the A. & C. A.-L. Railroad with the N. C. Railroad, which last. point is 
1,000 yards east of the city limits of Charlotte. The plaintifi’s entire 
tract lies within the 100 feet from the center of the track of the defend- 
ant A. & C. Railroad Company, and said company in its answer by way 
of counterclaim sought to recover possession of the whole of said lot. 
Two sets of issues were submitted by the court—one as to the plaintifi’s 
right to recover the land covered by the roadbed and damages; the 
other, as to defendant’s right to recover the whole tract, 1t being within 
the 100 feet. There was no conflict of evidence, and the court instructed 
the jury that they should return a verdict in favor of the defendant 
upon all the issues, and it was so entered. The plaintiff excepted to such 
direction and to the judgment, and appealed. 

The plaintiff contends: 

1. That the A. & CO. A.-L. Railroad Company, having elected to con- 
struct its road to a junction with the C. & S. C. Railroad, could not 
afterwards change it to connect with the N. C. Railroad, and 
asked the court so to charge. But the evidence did not support (103) 
this view. There was no evidence that the A. & C. A.-L. Railroad 
Company ever located its line or constructed its road to a junction with 
the C. & S. C. Railroad. The evidence is that in 1871, when the A. & C. 
_A.-L. Railroad Company had completed its road to its Trade street 
depot at the north end of Charlotte, and further northeastward through 
the locus in quo, it found the A., T. & O. Railroad running from that 
point round the southwest side of Charlotte to the C. & S. C. Railroad, 
and, by consent of the A., T. & O. Railroad, it used its track temporarily 
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some eight months to transfer its freight and passengers, laying down a 
third rail on the A., T. & O. Railroad, owing to the difference in gauge. 
In the meantime the A. & OC. A.-L, Railroad Company was prosecuting 
the construction of its line as located, and for which it had bought rights 
of way straightforward to their connection with the N. C. Railroad on 
the northeast side of Charlotte, to which point it was completed prior to 
August, 1872. The evidence shows no construction of the A. & C. A.-L. 
Railroad to the C. & S. C. Railroad, but a mere temporary connection 
over another railroad, and to make which the A. & C. A.-L. Railroad 
Company had to run backwards and over a part of its own line. Its 
natural connection was from the Trade street depot straightforward to 
the N. C. Railroad, and the evidence is that it had located and at that 
very time was prosecuting the construction of its line to its junction with 
the N. C. Railroad, to which point it was completed eight months later. 
Besides, as the evidence is uncontradicted that when this temporary con- 
nection was had over the A., T. & O. Railroad, the A. & C. A.-L, Railroad 
Company had already completed its track through the locus in quo, we 
do not see how the plaintiff could be affected if its contention that there 
had since-been a change of the terminus was sound, for, before going to 
either terminus, the track of the A. & C. A.-L. Railroad had been built 
through this land and title to the 100 feet on either side acquired 

(104) by virtue of its charter, and such track has been continuously used 

ever since. 

9. The plaintiff further contends that the charter authorized a con- 
nection with the N. C. Railroad at Charlotte, and that this is not done 
by the present connection, which is at a point 1,000 yards east of Char- 
lotte. Possibly this point might have been raised by the owner of land 
sought to be condemned at the junction outside of the city limits, but we 
cannot see how it can avail the plaintiff, through whose land the track 
ran, any more than any other landowner along its whole line, for, after 
passing through the plaintifi’s land, the connection could still have been 
made either within or without the city limits. Nor do we concur in 
plaintiff’s view that the authority to make the connection “at such point 
on the N. C. Railroad at Charlotte as shall be found most practicable” 
necessarily required the connection to be made in the city. The phrase- 
ology imports some discretion, and the evidence was that the location as 
selected was the best, according to the surveyor’s report, and cost $80,000 
less than any other would have done. 

‘The A. & C, A.-L. Railroad is 272 miles long, and authority to connect 
with the N. C. Railroad at Charlotte at the most practicable point is 
surely not transgressed when the most practicable point is half a mile 
from the city limits. “At” is defined by Webster to express, primarily, 
“nearness in place or time. At the house may be in or near the house.” 
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In Park’s appeal, 64 Pa. (St.), 187, where a railroad 24 miles long was 
chartered from a point “at or near Parkersburg,” it was held that a 
connection one and a half miles east of Parkersburg was not a trans- 
gression of the act. To the same purport is O'Neal v. King, 48 N. C., 
517. But we need not cite further authorities. | 

3. The plaintiff further contends that the location was invalid because 
no map of the route was filed as required by the act of 1872 (The 
Code, sec. 1952). But, prior to the passage of that act, the (105) 
A. & C. A.-L. Railroad had been constructed through the locus wm 
quo, and the filing of a map was therefore not required. 
, It was in evidence, and not contradicted, that the A. & C. A.-L. Rail- 
road was constructed through the locus in guo in 1871. This gave it a 
title to 100 feet on each side from the center of the track, and no statute 
of limitations runs against the railroad by reason of the occupancy of 
the right of way. The Code, sec. 150; &. BR. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., 746. 
The plaintiff did not buy the land till 1874—three years after the rail- 
road was completed, and when he was put thereby on inquiry. He did 
not obtain a deed covering the part he sues for till 1881, and no demand 
was made till 1889—eighteen years after the construction of the railroad. 
Upon the evidence, the defendant was entitled to recover possession of the 
land upon his counterclaim. Whether the plaintiff 1s entitled to allow- 
ance for betterments, upon the facts, under The Code, sec. 473 (fi. BR. v. 
McCaskill, 98 N. C., 526), is a matter which is not before us. 

In the view we have taken of the case, the other exceptions noted by 
plaintiff become immaterial and need not be adverted to. | 

There being no conflict of evidence, there was nothing for the Jury to 
pass upon. His Honor properly, it being a civil action, directed the 
verdict to be entered. 

Per Currvam. , No error. 


Cited: Love v. Gregg, 117 N. C., 469; Spruill v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C., 


148; Nelson v. Ins. Co., 1b., 305; Woodbury v. Evans, 122 N. C., 781; 
Riley v. Carter, 165 N. C., 387. | 
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(106) | | 
_JAMES E. SKINNER anpD wire v. EMILY CARTER Et At. 


i 2: Appeal—S pecial Proceedings—Partition. 


1. The omission in a report of commissioners to make partition of lands to 
state affirmatively that. the allotments, in their opinion, were equal in 
value, affects the substantial rights of the parties, and the clerk or judge 
may set it aside with directions either that the commissioners shall. make 
a reallotment or that others shall be appointed to do so. 


2. The refusal of the court to hear affidavits. upon a motion to confirm such : 
report is a matter of discretion and not reviewable. 


8. An appeal from an order setting aside such report will not be dismissed as 
premature. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING for partition of land, heard before Whitaker, J., 
on appeal from the clerk, at Spring Term, 1890, of Gartus. 

The defendant had no counsel before the clerk, and filed no answer to 
‘the complaint. | 

As the record shows, the commissioners were regularly appointed, and 
met on the premises, and, after being duly sworn, divided the land and 
made their report. The plaintiffs excepted to the report, as shown by 
the record. The clerk overruled the exception and confirmed the report, 
from which the plaintiffs appealed to the Superior Court at term. 

On the hearing of the appeal the defendant Caroline Carter employed 
counsel and moved to dismiss the appeal, because the exception filed was 
to a finding of fact by the commissioners, which is not a subject of 
exception. The court overruled the motion, and the defendant excepted. 

The defendant then moved to remand the report to the commissioners, 

in order that any defect 1n the form thereof might be covered by 

(107) amendment. This was also refused, and the defendants excepted. 

The defendants then asked to be allowed to. show by affidavits 

that the commissioners did in fact estimate the land and divide it accord- 

ing to its value, and that the failure so to show in their report was a 

mere clerical error, which they ought to be allowed to have corrected. 
This was also refused, and the defendants excepted. 

Counsel for defendants then called the attention of the court to the 
fact that the report was drawn by plaintiffs’ counsel, who would not 
state that the commissioners did not in fact estimate the land in their 
division. Plaintiffs’ counsel then stated that, however honest the com- 
missioners may have been in their estimate of the land, he was prepared 
to show by affidavits that the division was not equal as to value. 
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The court stated that it did not desire to hear affidavits on either side, 
and ordered the cause to be remanded to the clerk, with instructions to 
appoint new commissioners to divide the land according.to law. 

The defendant Caroline Carter excepted and appealed. 


S.L. Scull for plaintiffs. 
L. L. Smith. for appellants. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The procedure in special proceed- 
ings instituted (under the provisions of The Code, ch. 47) for partition, 
or for sale for partition, is the same as where the relief sought in such 
proceedings is of a different character. The Code, sec. 1923. The rules 
of practice prescribed by the statute, where petitions are filed for the 
purpose of opening ditches through swamp lands, are also similar. The 
Code, sec. 1324. Where exceptions were filed to the report of commis- 
sloners appointed to lay off a drainage ditch, this Court compared . 
the findings of fact made by them to the verdict of a jury, which (108) 

“must stand, unless set aside.” A. A. v. Hly, 101 N. C., 8 In 

R. Rv Philips. 78 N. C., 50, Justece Rodman says: “There can be no 
appeal, in its ordinary nosepearion, from the commissioners to the 
Superior Court, for the reason that they make their report directly to — 
the Superior Court, just as a referee or master does.” It seems, there- 
fore, that even before the passage of. the act of 1887 (chapter 276), 
which gives to the judge power, whenever special proceedings are 
brought before him by appeal or otherwise, to make any order that could 
have been made by the clerk, the report of commissioners appointed by 
the clerk was treated by the judge as if submitted directly to him lke that 
of a referee. 

It is well settled that where a case is heard on the report of a referee 
at term time the court may, in the exercise of an admitted discretion, set 
it aside without assigning any reason for such action. Busbee v. Surles, 
TON Mods 

But the counsel for the appellant cites and relies upon section 289 of 
The Code, which provides that “no report or return made by any com- 
missioners shall be set aside and sent back to them or others for a new 
report by reason of any defect or omission not affecting the substantial | 
rights of the parties, but such defect or omission may be amended by the 
court or by the commissioners by permission of the court.” If we con- 
cede that the discretionary power extends only to cases where the defect 
complained of does not affect a substantial right, 1t is obvious that if in 
fact 1t appeared from the report of the commissioners that they allotted 
to each of the tenants in common a share equal in extent, but not in 
value, to that of her cotenant, or if the report failed to show affirma- 
tively that the shares were, in their estimation, of equal value, the error 
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which the court was attempting to correct by re-reference was a radical 
and important one, involving the question whether they were guided by 
a just principle in making the partition. When such a question was 
involved, the judge might have heard the affidavits both of the 
(109) defendant and the plaintiff, but he did not deem it best to do so, 
and no appeal lies from his refusal. Having the power to set 
aside the report, he might also make any order. that could formerly have 
been made by either the clerk or the judge under such circumstances. 
He might, therefore, have appointed new commissioners or have ordered 
those already appointed to act again, or he was empowered to remand 
the proceedings, with directions to the clerk to appoint others, as he did. 
Holding as we do that the judge below had the power to remand to the 
clerk, with instruction to appoint other commissioners because the omis- 
sion of the commissioners affected a substantial right of the plaintiff, 
we think that the appeal is not premature and the action should not be 
dismissed for the reason that this case falls under the exception laid down 
in Blackwell v. McCain, 105 N. C., 460, that an appeal does lie from 
7 interlocutory orders when “it puts ae end to the action, or where it may 
destroy or impair a substantial right of the complaining Dery to delay 
his appeal.” The Code, sec. 548. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Hanes v. R. R., 109 N. C., 492, 493; Worthington v. Coward, 
114 N. C., 291, 292. 


(110) 
J. P. HORNE vy. THE PEOPLES BANK OF MONROE. 


Contract—Statute of Frauds—Issues. 


1. Immaterial issues should never, and issues embracing incidental facts should 
not, ordinarily, be submitted, and if excepted to in apt time will be ground 
for new trial. 


2. The parol promise of one to pay the debt of another in the event the latter 
failed to make payment is yoid, under the statute of frauds, unless in the 
ereation of the debt the creditor trusted to both the parties and credited 


them jointly and severally. 


3. The defendant received the note of the plaintiff, executed to S. as collateral 
security for a demand against S., for which defendant alleged plaintiff was 
also liable; it was in evidence that the plaintiff, when the note was paid by 
him and surrendered to him by the defendant, in reply to a notice that he 
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would be held liable for the balance of the debt due from S., said, “I will 
have the matter settled if I can”: Held, that such a declaration did not 
constitute a promise to pay the amount alleged to be due from SB. 


Apprat from Philips, J., at February Term, 1890, of Union. 

The plaintiff alleges, in substance, that from 25 October, 1888, to 
21 January, 1889, he deposited with the defendant from time to time 
divers sums of money, aggregating the sum of $19,405.72; that from 
time to time during that period he drew checks upon the defendant, 
which were paid, for divers sums, aggregating $16,804.21, leaving a 
balance due to him of $2,601.51; that afterwards, on 1 February, 1889, 
he demanded of the defendant that it pay to him such balance, and it 
refused to do so; that he drew a check for the same, which was not paid, 
ete.; and he demands judgment for such balance and general relief. 

The defendant admits that the plaintiff made such deposits, and that 
it paid checks as alleged, and the demand for the balance, but it alleges 
that the balance due to the plaintiff is but the sum of $365.69. It alleges. 
that in 1887 and 1888 the plaintiff was sheriff and M. L. Stevens was 
treasurer of the county of Union; that the plaintiff, as such sheriff, 
was bound to pay to the said treasurer a large sum of money as taxes 
collected by him for said county; that he failed to pay the same, but 
executed to the said Stevens, treasurer, his promissory note for $5,270.75, 
dated 12 September, 1887, due one day from date; that said Stevens, as 
treasurer, “at divers times, with the consent and at the request of the 
plaintiff, drew checks upon the defendant for different sums of money, 
each check being payable to the party entitled to receive money 
from him as treasurer, or to his order, and that said checks were (111) 
paid by the defendant. But before the said checks were drawn 
the plaintiff made and delivered to the said Stevens his promissory note 
for the sum of about $5,200, which, with the consent of the plaintiff, 
the said Stevens deposited with the defendant as collateral security to 
cover and protect the checks drawn or to be drawn by the said Stevens 
upon the defendant, and paid by it as aforesaid; that the plaintiff in con- 
sideration of his failure and inability to pay to Stevens, as treasurer, 
the money due by him as sheriff, undertook and agreed with said Stevens 
and the defendant that if the defendant bank would honor and pay the 
said checks of Stevens, drawn as aforesaid, he, the plaintiff, would from 
time to time deposit money in the defendant bank, which should be ap- 
pled to the repayment of the sums advanced and paid by defendant on 
the checks of said Stevens, and the plaintiff, in consideration of the 
advances of money so made by the defendant bank on said checks, further 
and expressly undertook and promised to pay the amounts so. advanced 
by the defendant—the plaintiff at the time of said promise and agree- 
ment having in his hand the tax books of said county, upon which large 
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sums of money were due to him as sheriff for taxes which should have 
been collected by him and paid to said Stevens, and applied by the latter 
to the payment of the claims of those persons to whose order and for 
whose benefit the said checks were drawn. | | 

“2. That under and by virtue of the said arrangement between the said 
parties the said Stevens, .as treasurer, drew checks on the defendant 
bank to the amount of five thousand four hundred and seventy-seven 
dollars and fifty-one cents ($5,477.51), and the defendant paid the same; 
that afterwards Stevens deposited with the defendant bank the sum of 
six hundred and eighty-one dollars and sixty-nine cents ($681.69), which, 

with his consent, was applied pro tanto to his overdraft, leaving 
(112) a balance of forty-seven hundred and ninety-five dollars and 

eighty-two cents ($4,795.82) as the amount to be paid by the 
plaintiff under and by virtue of his said promise and undertaking. 

“3, That afterwards, in September, 1888, Stevens deposited with the 
defendant bank the aggregate sum of twenty-five hundred and:sixty dol- 
lars ($2,560), which the defendant bank retained under said promise and 
agreement, leaving a balance of $2,235.82 still due the defendant bank 
on account of said checks and overdrafts.” | 

It further alleges that “In consideration and performance of his said 
prior request, and in the further consideration of the surrender by the 
defendant of plaintiff’s note, which the defendant held also as collateral 
security for the repayment of the money paid by it on said checks, the 
plaintiff agreed with defendant that the said alleged balance should be 
applied, as far as necessary, to the repayment of the money advanced or 
paid by the defendant on the said checks,” ete. 

The plaintiff, in his reply to the answer, says: 

“3, That it is untrue that Stevens, as treasurer, ‘at divers times, with 
the consent and at the request of the plaintiff, drew checks upon the 
defendant for different sums of money,’ and it is also untrue that a note 
amounting to $5,200 was deposited with the defendant by the said 
Stevens, treasurer, with the consent of the plaintiff, as collateral security 
to cover and protect the checks drawn or to be drawn by the said 
Stevens upon the defendant; that the plaintiff, as sheriff, did execute 
to the said Stevens, as county treasurer, his note for $5,270.75, which 
said note the said Stevens deposited, as plaintiff is informed and believes, 
with the defendant after its maturity and without the knowledge or 
consent of the plaintiff, and the said note was paid by the plaintiff to the 

said Stevens and surrendered to the plaintiff by the defendant 
(113) without any notice to the plaintiff that the defendant had or held 
any claim upon the same; that it is untrue’that the plaintiff un- 
dertook and agreed with the defendant and the said Stevens to pay the 
defendant any sum of money which it should expend in cashing the 


80 


N.C.) FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


HorneE v. BANK 


checks or drafts of the said Stevens, or to deposit money with the defend- 
ant to be applied to the repayment of ‘such sums as the defendant had 
advanced or should advance on the checks of said Stevens, or that the 
plaintiff obligated himself to the defendant, or in.any way assumed lia- 
bility for the debts-of the said Stevens in any sum whatever contracted 
with the defendant by check, draft or otherwise. 

“7, That it is true that the defendant bank surrendered to the plaintiff 
his note, executed to the-said Stevens,. county treasurer, for the sum of 
$5,270.75, but it did so voluntarily, without any notice to the plaintiff 
that it had or held any claim against him on account thereof, and the 
plaintiff paid the balance due by him on said note to the said Stevens 
without notice of any such claim on the part of the defendant’ bank.” 

On the trial the defendant tendered the following issues: 

“1, Was the money which was paid out by the defendant bank upon 
the checks of M. L. Stevens, county treasurer, or any part of it, ad- 
vanced and paid out upon the credit: of plaintiff and for his benefit ? 

“9. If so, how much was so paid out by defendant ? 

“3. Was the note for $5,270.75, mentioned in the answer, dated 12 
September, 1887, and signed by J. P. Horne, sheriff, and due one day 
after date, assigned to the defendant to secure any money that defendant 
might pay out on the checks of M. L. Stevens, county treasurer ? 

“4, If so, when was such assignment of the note made? 

“5, How much money did defendant pay out for M. L. Stevens, 
county treasurer, on account of this assignment over and above 
what has been paid back to it by deposit of M. L. Stevens, county (114) 
treasurer ¢ 

“6. When did plaintiff first have notice that said note had been so 
assigned to defendant bank? | | 

“7. What amount was owing by the plaintiff to M. L. Stevens, county 
treasurer, at the time of such notice?” 

His Honor refused to submit these issues to the jury or any one of 
them, and the defendant excepted, plaintiff’s counsel having objected to 
the issues tendered by the defendant. His"Honor then submitted to the 
jury the following issues, to which the jury responded as hereinafter 
stated : 

“1. Did the plaintiff undertake and agree with the defendant that he 
would repay to defendant such sum as it should pay out on the checks of 
M. L. Stevens, county treasurer? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“2. Does any sum so advanced by defendant upon the said checks re- 
main unpaid? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“3. Did the plaintiff, at the time the defendant surrendered to him his 
note to M. L. Stevens for $5,270.75, agree that the defendant might de- 
duct from his epost the amount then due by said Stevens to defendant ? 
Answer : ‘No.’ 7 gy 
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“4, Did defendant take the note of plaintiff to said Stevens after ma- 
turity? Answer: (by consent) ‘Yes, 15 September, 1887.’ 

“5, Did the plaintiff, at the time said note was surrendered to him, 
have any notice of defendant’s claim against said note? Answer: ‘No,’ ” 

To the submission of these issues the defendant excepted. — 

The plaintiff requested the court to give the jury, among other instruc- 
tions, the following: 

“1. Even if the defendant advanced money upon the checks of Stevens, 
at the instance and request of the plaintiff and upon his promise to repay 

the same, yet 1f the defendant, in making such advancements, re- 
(115) lied in any measure upon said Stevens, and not solely upon the 

plaintiff’s promise, and the promise of the plaintiff was simply 
superadded to that of said Stevens, in such case there arose no liability 
against the plaintiff, and the jury should answer the first issue in the 
negative. 

“2. As to the third issue, if the jury believe the evidence there was no 
express agreement on the part of the plaintiff and no implied agreement 
unless the plaintiit know, at the time, that the defendant held the same as 
collateral security.” 

The court gave the same, adding to the first the ier 

“But if the jury believe that money was advanced on the checks of 
Stevens at the instance and request of plaintiff, and upon his promise to 
repay the same, if the defendant bank in making said advancements 
trusted to one of the parties more than to the other, but did in fact trust 
to one together with the other, the plaintiff would be lable, and the jury 
should answer the first issue, ‘Yes’.” _ 

The defendant excepted. 

_The defendant requested the court to give the jury the following, 
among numerous other special instructions; it declined to do so, and 
the defendant excepted: 

“7, Tf, when the notice spoken of by the witness Wolfe was served 
upon the plaintiff, as testified by Wolfe, the plaintiff replied to said 
notice: ‘I will go and see Lee and have the matter settled up, I will get 
a settlement if I can’; and thereafter the bank acted to its damage upon 
the supposition that the plaintiff admitted his hability, the plaintiff is 
estopped to deny the affirmative of the first issue, and the jury will 
answer that issue ‘Yes,’ though they may believe that the plaintiff did not 
intend in his interview with Wolfe to admit his lability for the treas- 
urer’s overdraft. 

“8. Upon the statement of the plaintiff as to what occurred between 
him and the officer of the bank as to his liability for the overdraft of the 
county treasurer, he is estopped to deny the affirmative of the first issue, 
if after such occurrences, the officer of the bank, reasonably believing 
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that plaintiff. admitted his lability, acted upon such belief (116) 
to the damage of the bank, and the jury will answer ‘Yes’ to the 
first issue.” | | 

The court, after calling the attention of the jtiry to the evidence that 
bore on the instruction of the defendant that was given, gave this instruc- 
tion, to wit: 

“Tf the j jury believe that the plaintiff never authorized defendant bank 
to furnish money to M. L. Stevens, and denied his liability for money 
paid out upon the checks of said M. L. Stevens, and did not give the offi- 
cer of the bank reasonable grounds to believe that he was liable for money 
paid out by it on checks of said M. L. Stevens, then the jury will answer 
the first issue, ‘No,’ ” and the defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant 
appealed. 


J. B. Batchelor John Devereux, Jr., and Covington Adams (by brief) 
for plainteff. 
P.D. Walker and J. J. Vann for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The pleadings raised but one 
principal issue. The defendant, in its answer, admitted to be true the 
allegation of the complaint that the plaintiff had from time to time de- 
posited money with it, aggregating the sum specified, and had drawn his 
check upon it, as allecad: for divers sums of money aggregating the sum 
specified, which were duly paid; but it denied that any balance was due 
to the plaintiff except the sum of $365.69, and alleged further, as matter 
of principal defense, that it had, at the request and by direction of the 
plaintiff and for his benefit, pal divers checks for money to the amount 
alleged, drawn upon it by M. L. Stevens, treasurer of the county of 
Union, leaving the balance admitted to be due. This the plaintiff 
denied, and thus was raised the material issue of fact. The other (117) 
issues submitted to the jury, and others proposed by the defendant | 
but not submitted, were incidental—not necessary to be tried—and might 
have been omitted. 

The first issue in order sobmatedl to the jury, though not so: precise 
and formal as it might have been, sufficiently embodied that raised as 
indicated. It embraced and presented fully the whole matter in dispute, 
and the parties on the trial of it could have produced all pertinent com- 
petent evidence. Under proper instructions from the court, the jury 
could readily have understood its meaning and merits and rendered a just 
verdict. If the allegation of the defendant was found to be true, then the 
balance due the plaintiff was the sum it admitted to be due to him; if it 
were found not to.be true, then the plaintiff was entitled to judgment for 
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‘the sum demanded by the complaint. The first issue :proposed by the 
defendant was not sufficiently directit would ‘settle only a material 
incidental fact involved in the issue really raised by the pleadings. More- 
over, the first issue submitted: gave the defendant the largest opportunity 
to prove his alleged defense, and this was sufficient. ‘The second, third, 
fifth and seventh issues proposed by the defendant were not raised by the 
pleadings, they had reference to matters not controverted; the fourth and 
sixth issues proposed were embraced by the fourth and fifth issues sub- 
mitted to the jury. Merely incidental and immaterial issues ought not, 
ordinarily, to be submitted; they may, and oftentimes do, confuse or 
tend to confuse the jury, and when they do, this will be ground for a new 
trial, if proper objection is made in apt time. In this case, we cannot 
see that the defendant probably suffered prejudice by reason of the issues 
submitted. These were quite as pertinent as those proposed by it. The 
exception to the issues cannot, therefore, be sustained. 

Much of the evidence produced on the trial was conflicting and in- 
definite. While parts of it tended to prove, as alleged by the defendant, 

that, at the request and by the direction of the plaintiff, it paid 
(118) checks drawn upon it by Stevens, treasurer, and he agreed to pay 

it for honoring such checks; there was also some evidence from 
which the jury might have inferred that the plaintiff promised to pay 
the defendant the sum of money advanced to Stevens, treasurer, on his 
own account, if he failed to do so. The plaintiff testified, among other 
things, that he never requested or directed the defendant to pay such 
checks, nor promised to pay it for doing so. There was evidence that, 
repeatedly, he was told by defendant’s agents that it held him responsible 
on such account, and he did not deny his hability; that he said he would 
see Stevens, treasurer, and make him account, ete. It was also testified 
by the officers of the defendant “that there was nothing upon the books 
of the bank going to show any charge of Stevens’ overdraft against 
Horne; that, according to the custom of their bank and by their usual . 
methods of dou business, 1f the bank looked to Horne for any money 
advanced to Stevens, Horne ought to have been required to draw on the 
bank for the amount, and this check should have been charged to him 
and credited to Stevens; that even a depositor could not draw out his 
own money from the bank without giving his check for it, and that no 
money was paid out except upon the order of the preidene unless a 
check was drawn or a note was made. This was not only the custom of 
their bank, but was a general custom with banks.” 

This, and like evidence, tending to prove that the defendant did not at 
first charge the plaintiff with the sums of money it paid in honoring 
the checks of Stevens, treasurer, but looked to him to repay the amounts 
so advanced to Stevens, treasurer, on his own account, if he failed to do 
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‘sO, Was not:very strong, still the plaintiff might insist, as it seems he did, 
‘that if the jury believed from all the evidence he simply undertook to 
pay the debt of Stevens, treasurer, he would not be liable, be- 

cause such undertaking and promise was not in writing, and (119) 
therefore void. The Code, sec. 1552. The first special instruction 

had reference to the aspect of the case presented by the evidence just 
referred to. It must be said that this instruction was vague and not 
very intelligible; still it can be seen that the purpose was to ask the court 
to instruct the jury that if they should find that the plaintiff promised 
and undertook to pay the debt of Stevens, treasurer, due to the defend- 
ant, if he failed to do so, then such agreement and promise would be 
void under the statute of frauds. As there was some evidence presenting 
such view of the case, the court might give the instruction, modified by 
what it added thereto. The addition was cautionary, and intended to 
prevent the jury from being misled—to tell them, in that connection, that 
if, on the contrary, the plaintiff was a principal in the debt created by 
the advancement of the money, along with Stevens, then he would be 
liable. Hence, the court said, in giving the instruction, “If the defend- 
ant bank, in making said advancements, trusted to one of the parties 
more than to the other, but did, in fact, trust to one, together with the 
other, the plaintiff would be lable,” ete. The instruction, given simply 
as.asked for, might have misled the jury, but, as modified and explained 
by the court, 1t was not misleading, certainly, taken in connection with 
the numerous instructions given at the request of the defendant. The 
second exception cannot, therefore, be sustained. 

The third exception is clearly unfounded. The instruction must be. 
taken in connection with the issue to which it refers. The whole of the 
evidence pertinent went to prove that, at the time the plaintiff received the 
note as mentioned in the issue, he made no agreement to pay the defend- 
ant the money it advanced to pay the checks drawn by Stevens, treas- 
urer. Moreover, the evidence pertinent went to prove further that the 
defendant received the note from Stevens as collateral security 
after 1t was due, and the plaintiff had no notice or knowledge of (120) 
the fact that the defendant had it for any purpose until after he 
had paid and discharged the same. So that the defendant could not avail 
itself of the note for any purpose. The Code, sec. 177; Martin v. Rich- 
ardson, 68 N. C., 255; Whedbee v. Riddick, 79 N. C., 521; ce v. 
Grant, 86 N. C., 39. 

The defendant was not entitled to have the seventh special instruction 
asked for by it. What the plaintiff said on the occasion therein referred 
to was not a promise to pay the claim of the defendant, nor was it an 
admission that he was bound for the same, nor could the defendant 
reasonably act upon it as such promise or admission. Besides, what was 
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said must be taken in connection with other evidence going strongly to 
prove that the defendant’s officers and agents well knew that the plaintiff 
denied his liability as claimed by it. Moreover, there was no evidence 
‘tending to prove that, after the occasion ee to, the defendant suf- 
fered any disgdvantae or damage by reason of any reliance it placed on 
what the plaintiff said. After that time it surrendered the note mentioned 
to the plaintiff, but, for reasons already stated, it had no right to have or 
withhold it from him—he had paid and effectually discharged and was 
entitled to have it. 

For the like reasons, the court properly declined to give the eighth 
special instruction asked for by the defendant. It might well have de- 
clined to do so, upon the ground that it had in substance given the seventh 
and eighth instructions in several prior special instructions asked for, 
which it granted without qualification. 

The last instruction the court gave the jury was appropriate, certainly 
not objectionable—just after the numerous special instructions it had 
given at the request of the defendant’s counsel. Indeed, having directed 
the attention of the jury to the view of the evidence contended for by the 
defendant, it fairly, in the same connection, directed their attention to 

the other view thereof contended for by the plaintiff. This was 
(121) fair and just. The defendant has no just ground of com- 

plaint at the court because of the instructions it gave or those 
which it refused to give. It gave, in substance, all the instructions the 
defendant asked for. 

_ Affirmed. 


Cited: Peele v. Powell, 156 N. O., 557; Whitehurst v. Padgett, 187 
N. C., 427. 3 


WILSON, COLSTON & CO. v. THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE. 
Contract—Guaranty—Counterclaum. 


Plaintiffs contracted with a municipal ‘corporation to construct waterworks 
and to furnish the corporation with an adequate supply of water for all 
fire, sanitary and other public purposes, for which the corporation agreed 
to pay a fixed rent; it was stipulated in the same clause that upon a failure 
to furnish such supply the corporation should pay no rent. In another 
clause of the contract plaintiffs guaranteed to furnish a force or pressure 
sufficient to throw from any five hydrants, at same time, five streams of 
water 75 feet high. - Plaintiffs complied with the conditions first named, 
but not with the last, and thereupon the city refused to pay rent: Held, 
(1) that the clauses were distinct in their purpose and effect, and that the 
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corporation had no right to refuse payment of rent for the breach of the 
guaranty in respect to the pressure necessary to throw the water 75 feet; 
(2) that for any breach of said guaranty the corporation had a remedy 
which might by proper pleading be set up as ee to an action for 
recovery of rents. | 


Action, tried before Philips, J., at February Term, 1890, of Muckien- 
BURG. | 
Jt appears that certain contractors entered into an agreement on 
17 March, 1881, with the defendant, the city of Charlotte, that they 
would “erect and establish in or near” ‘that city “a system of waterworks, 
with all necessary mains, pipes, hydrants, fixtures and appurte- 
nances of every kind to supply said city with pure and wholesome (122) 
water, fit for domestic purposes and sufficient for all purposes” 
specified, the same “to be of the best material and constructed in work- 
manlike manner,” etc. Afterwards, the Charlotte City Waterworks Com- 
pany was incorporated and organized, and, as it might do, with the con- 
sent of the defendant, it assumed and became party in place of the said 
contractors to the said agreement. 

It is alleged in the complaint that the said Waterworks Company 
established and completed such a system of waterworks, and “furnished 
defendant with water from 1 July, 1887, to 31 December, 1887, as pro- 
vided in said contract, and, in all other respects, performed its part of 
said contract, with the defendant”; and that it, during the time specified, 
supplied “all water necessary for fire, sanitary and other public pur- 
poses; that, as rental for the use of the eighty-eight hydrants aforesaid 
for six months, the defendant became and was, under and by virtue of 
said contract, indebted to said Waterworks Company in the sum of 
$2,200”; that afterwards, “on 25 February, 1888, the said Waterworks 
Company, for value, duly assigned to these plaintiffs their said claim, 
and demand cause of action therefor against the defendant”; that plain- 
tiffs made demand for payment of the defendant, which was refused, ete. 

It is admitted in the answer that waterworks were erected, “but the 
defendant denies that, from 1 July, 1887, to 31 December, 1887, the 
Waterworks Company furnished necessary water for fire, sanitary and 
‘other public purposes, as stipulated in said contract.” Tt admits the 
agreement and the alleged demand, but denies other material allegations 
of the complaint. It denies that the said company kept and performed 
its part of the said agreement during the time specified, or at all, and 
alleges that, by its failure to do so, the defendant, at and next before 
the time of the alleged assignment of claim to the plaintiffs, was greatly 
endamaged, to the amount of $5,000; that it owed defendant that 
sum, and pleads the same as a set-off, etc. It is further alleged . 
that the said company did not, at any time, “furnish a sufficient (123) 
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force or pressure to throw from any five of said hydrants at-one and the 
same time, through one-inch nozzles and fifty feet of two-and-a-half-inch 
hose, five streams of water to the height of seventy-five feet, and, in fact, 
the works were so negligently constructed that the force:or pressure so 
guaranteed in section 7 of the contract could not, at any time or under 
any circumstances, be furnished.” 

The agreemerit mentioned contained, among others, the following 
clauses : 

“6. That if the said contractors shall fail at any time after the said 
waterworks are completed to furnish an adequate supply of water for all 
fire, sanitary and other public purposes, as herein stipulated, excepting by 
reason of accidents or injury to machinery and making necessary repairs, 
no rent shall be paid by the city of Charlotte during the time of such 
failure, And if they shall, at any time, for a period of three months con- 
tinuously fail to give an adequate supply of water for all the purposes 
herein enumerated, then this contract shall cease and.be at an end. | 

“7, That they guarantee at all times to furnish, if required, one hun- 
dred gallons of water, per day of twenty-four hours, for each inhabitant - 
of the city of Charlotte and a sufficient force or pressure to throw from 
any five of said fire hydrants at one and the same time through one-inch 
nozzles and fifty feet of two-and-a-half-inch hose five streams of water 
to the height of seventy-five feet.” 

Appropriate issues, raised by the pleadings, were submitted to the jury. 

On the trial, the plaintiffs produced evidence tending to prove the 
material allegations of the complaint, except that their own witness testi- 
fied that the waterworks did not, and could not, throw water to the height 

of seventy-five feet, as it contracted to do in the seventh paragraph 
(124) set forth above of the said agreement. 
The principal witness of the plaintiffs, among other things, tes- 
tified that— 

“The city used the waterworks for two or three weeks prior to 1 J uly, 
1882; it paid rent from 1 July, 1882, to 1 July, 1887, in quarterly install- 
ments. It used the waterworks from 1 July, 1887, to 1 January, 1888, 
for all purposes, and just as it had before. The water supply and service 
was much better the last half of the year 1887 than in July, 1882. We 
had improved the works, giving much greater pressure. The Waterworks 
Company complied with its contract in all respects, except that the com- 
pany never was able from 1882 to 1888 to furnish a sufficient force or 
pressure to throw from any five of its fire hydrants at one and the same 
time through one-inch nozzles and fifty feet of two-and-one-half-inch hose 
five streams of water to the height. of seventy-five feet, as provided by the 
seventh clause or section of the contract. 
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“The company furnished to the city from 1 July, 1887, to.1 January, 
1888, a sufficient supply for all practical public purposes, and this service. 
was reasonably worth $2,200 for that period. I am acquainted with the 
service rendered by waterworks companies in other cities, and that in 
Charlotte is superior to most. of them. 

“November, 1887, experts examined the works at the instance of the 
plaintiff, and they reported that the works:were sufficient for the city for 
all'its. present purposes, but that if the city required the five streams 
seventy-five feet at the same time, as. provided.in-the seventh clause of the 
contract, then alterations. and additions would have to be made, as the 
present. works. were inadequate for that: purpose; that the company could 
not: comply with this provision of the contract with-its four-inch mains. 
About: 25 September, 1887; two tests. were made at: my. instance and 
under my supervision, to see if the five streams could be thrown 
from five hydrants under conditions named in the seventh. clause (125) 
of the contract. We failed: both times. The pipes could: not 
stand the pressure.” 

The court expressed the opinion that.in no.aspect: of. the evidence could 
the plaintiffs recover.. Thereupon, they submitted to.a judgment of: non--. 
suit and appealed. . 


C. W. Tellett for plainttffs. 
P.D. Walker for defendant. 


Merrion, ©. J., after stating the case. The defendant insisting. that. 
the Charlotte City Waterworks Company mentioned had failed to supply 
the city with water, as by its contract it was bound to do, suspend the 
further payment of rent claimed‘ by that company to be due to it to the 
amount of $2,200. The company claimed that-it had in all material re- 
spects complied with its coritract, and that the sum. of money mentioned 
was due to it. It sold its claim for such rent to the plaintiffs, and they de- 
mand judgment in this action for the amount so alleged to be due. 

It is not questioned that the plaintiffs allege a cause of action, and 
‘there was. evidence produced on the trial. tending to prove the material 
allegations of the complaint except in a single respect, and:as-to this the 
plaintiffs insist that 1t- was not material in this action and- could: not. 
affect adversely their right to recover. If this is true, there is error, be- 
cause, although the evidence was in some respects conflicting, still if it 
had been submitted to the jury they might have believed so much of it 
as was favorable to the plaintiffs to be true, and rendered a verdict in 
their favor. For the purpose of the assignment of error, the evidence 
must be accepted as true. The court, in effect, expressed the opinion 
that, taking the evidence as true in its most favorable aspeet for 
thé plaintiffs, they could not recover. (126) 
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The plaintiffs’ alleged cause of action must be treated just as if the 
Waterworks Company was the present plaintiff and suing upon the same; 
they bought it in the same plight and condition as when the company 
owned and sold it to them, and subject to the rights of defendant under 
the agreement. The latter provides in the sixth paragraph thereof, 
among other things, that if the company named “shall fail at any time 
after the said waterworks are completed to furnish an adequate supply 
of water for all fire, sanitary and other public purposes as herein stipu- 
lated, excepting by reason of accidents or injury to machinery and mak- 
ing necessary repairs, no rent shall be paid by the city of Charlotte dur- 
ing the time of such failure.” The seventh paragraph further provides, 
among other things, that the company “guarantee at all times to furnish, 
if required, . . . a sufficient force or pressure to throw from any five 
of said fire hydrants at one and the same time through one-inch nozzles 
and fifty feet of two-and-a-half-inch hose, five streams of water to the 
height of seventy-five feet.” The evidence went to prove that the com- 
pany complied with the agreement, and that the water supply was suf- 
ficient in all respects except that the “force or pressure” wag not sufficient 
at any time to throw the water as specified to the height of seventy-five 
feet. The defendant, then, had no right to suspend the payment of 
rents as it did do, unless the failure of the machinery to throw the water 
to the height of seventy-five feet came within the meaning and purpose of 
the sixth paragraph of the agreement just recited as to the failure in 
the supply of water and the stipulation that no rent shall be paid during 
such failure. It is to be observed that this sixth paragraph has special 
reference to an “adequate supply of water for all fire, sanitary and other 

public purposes as herein (therein) stipulated,” and taken in con- 
(127) nection with provisions of the first paragraph, to have like refer- 

ence to a supply of “pure and wholesome water fit for domestic 
purposes, and sufficient for all purposes hereinafter (thereinafter) stipu- 
lated for.” It contemplates such an adequate supply of water as the 
parties to the agreement at the time it was executed deemed and intended 
to secure as continually necessary for the good of the city. The provision 
that no rent should be paid during the time of failure to make such 
supply of water was intended as a means the more effectually to secure 
the same. | 

The seventh paragraph of the agreement contemplates and intends a 
large supply of water at all times—equal to the quantity therein specified, 
and that the waterworks machinery shall have capacity to throw the quan- 
tity of water specified to the height of seventy-five feet, if the appropriate 
city authorities should so require. This provision was cautionary. It 
was agreed that the city authorities might afterwards avail themselves 
of it, if upon reflection or experience, they should determine that the 
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greater good of the city and its inhabitants so required. It was not at 
first deemed necessary to so require. To provide for an adequate supply 
of water was then supposed to be sufficient, and the main leading purpose 
was to secure that as thoroughly as practicable. The seventh paragraph 
was inserted in the agreement with the view to enlarged advantages to 
the defendant. It contained a distinct, particular and express guaranty, 
showing the intent of the parties to make this part of the agreement sepa- 
rate from the provisions of the sixth paragraph, and the purpose of the 
defendant to rely upon the guaranty as sufficient of itself. It did not 
deem it necessary to provide that the payment of rent should be sus- 
pended if the Waterworks Company should fail to throw the water 
seventy-five feet high, as required. As to that, it required a special 
guaranty of the company that it would do so, and, in case of failure, 
it was content to rely upon its remedy for a breach of the guar- | 
anty. Else, wherefore’ the special guaranty? And why was the (128) 
suspension of payment, as provided in the sixth paragraph, con- 

fined to a failure “to furnish an adequate supply of water for all fire, 
sanitary and other public purposes?” ‘The seventh paragraph was ex- 
ceptional, and intended to secure a particular and specified purpose, if 
the defendant should so require. Considering the nature of the matter 
apart from the terms and the relations of the several parts of the agree- 
ment, it is not at all probable that the parties intended that the payment 
of rent should be suspended if the supply of water was adequate and the 
force or préssure was not sufficient to throw the water to a height of 
seventy-five feet. It is much more probable that it was intended that 
_ the defendant should rely upon its remedy by action in that case. 

The plaintiffs contended that the defendant never required the observ- 
ance of the seventh paragraph, but if it be granted that, as it contends, 
it did, this was of itself not sufficient cause for suspending the payment 
of the rent. | 

As to a breach of the guaranty, the defendant can have its remedy. 
Indeed, it seems to seek the same in this action by asking affirmative 
relief. We are, therefore, of opinion that there is error. The judgment 
of nonsuit must be reversed and the action disposed of according to law. 
To that end, let this opinion be certified to the Superior Court. 

Error. 


Cited: S.¢., 110 N.C., 454. 
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(129) | 
GRIFFIN PRITCHARD vy. O. F. BAXTER. 


_ Appeal—Injunctron. 


When, pending an appeal from a judgment dissolving a restraining order, the 
case is decided against plaintiff upon a trial, the appeal will be dismissed. 


This was a motion to continue a restraining order in an action pending 
in Pasquotank Superior Court, heard at chambers, in Washington, 
N.C., 18 June, 1889, before Brown, J. 

An affidavit (supported by certified copy of issues, etc.) was filed in 
this Court, to the effect that a judgment had been rendered in this case 
against the plaintiff upon issues found by a jury, and that no appeal was 

taken, and the trial was had since the order made in the injunction pro- 
ceeding. | . 


No counsel for plainteff. 
W. D. Pruden for defendant. 


Per Curiam: Tt appears from a transcript from the court below, that 
since the issuing of this injunction, all of the issues have been tried and 
found against the appellant, and that a judgment accordingly has been 
rendered, finally disposing of the action. It thus appears that the appel- 
lant. had no ground whatever for suing out the injunction, and there 
being only the cost involved, it is adjudicated that the appeal be dis- 
missed; 

Dismissed. 


Cited: Russell v. Campbell, 112 N. C., 405; Herring v. Pugh, 125 
N. C., 438. 


(130) 
ROANOKE NAVIGATION COMPANY y. T. L. EMRY E&r At. 


Injunction. 


1. It is against the policy of the law to enjoin the prosecution of such industries 
and enterprises as tend to develop the resources of the country, except in 
those cases where it is apparent that otherwise serious harm will result to 
the party complaining. 


2, Where, therefore, it appeared that the plaintiff corporation was engaged in 
the erection of mills and an elevator of large capacity on land claimed by 
it, and, to connect them with a railway station, was constructing a railroad 
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running principally over its own land, when the defendants forcibly 
entered on a part of said lands, claiming them as their own, and obstructed 
the work, threatening plaintiff’s servants with violence if they persisted, 
and it further appeared that defendants’ claim was doubtful: Held, to be 
a proper case for an injunction till the hearing. 


Aorron pending in Hatrrax, heard upon motion for an injunction be- 
fore Philips, J., at chambers, at Farboro, 19 July, 1890. 

The plaintiff, a corporation, alleges in its complaint that it is the 
owner and in possession of the real property described therem; that parts 
of the same are very valuable for manufacturing purposes; that it owns 
a canal, situate upon its land, to be enlarged and improved; that in con- 
nection with, and as part of the same, is a basin, situate in the town of 
Weldon, supphed with water by said canal, from which water is to be ap- 
phed for the purpose of moving important machinery;. that upon a par- 
eel of land near to this basin it has selected. a site and waterway on which 
it was and is about to erect, at great expense, a corn-mill and. elevator 
with capacity to make ten thousand bushels of meal per day, and had 
purchased at great cost lumber, brick, machinery, labor, etc., for that 
purpose and to that end, and was engaged in constructing a railroad from 
the railroad shed in Weldon, the entire line of which except where 
it crosses First Street in said town, by permission of the town (131) 
authorities, runs on and over the land of the plaintiff company 
to a point in the neighborhood of the contemplated mill aforesaid, said 
point being on the plaintiff’s land; that the plaintiff is the owner and in 
possession of the land over and across which said road passes and is to be 
completed, and on which it is intended to erect said mill and elevator and 
construct such water wasteway, etc.; that while the plaintiff was so in 

possession of its land about 10 J uly, 1890, engaged in constructing its 
said railroad, the defendant Emry, acting for himself and his co-defend- 
ants, “with a strong hand, unlawfully, wantonly and violently, armed with 
a shot gun, entered upon the lands of the plaintiff and erected across the 
proposed route of said railway a fence, and forbade and prohibited, under 
threats of shooting the servants and agents of the plaintiff company, 
from the further construction or building of said railway, and forbade 
and prohibited the agents and servants of this company from the laying 
off and constructing the said contemplated mill, elevator and wasteway, 
and threatens to shoot and kill any agent or servant of this company 
who shall enter upon said land for the purpose of building said mill, ele- 
vator and wasteway, or completing said road”; that the conduct of the 
defendants complained of greatly hinders, delays and interferes with the 
plaintiff’s said enterprise, and destroys and impairs the same, the lumber, 
machinery and other supplies purchased for such purposes, etc. 

Among other things, the complaint demands relief by injunction, ete. 
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The defendants admit some of the material facts as to.the plaintiff’s 
enterprise, but deny that the said railroad exclusively runs over the 
lands of the plaintiff; allege that they are the owners of two mill-houses 

situate on the plaintiff’s land, near to the said road; that the 
(132) ownership of these houses is separate from that of the land on 

which they are situate; that the said road is about to be con- 
structed on the lands of the defendants; that the defendants have been 
in continuous, uninterrupted possession of a lot on which said road is 
about to be located, both said mills and a foundry, said wasteway and 
all lands appurtenant to said mills, etc., and the plaintiff has never had 
actual possession thereof, etc. — 

The answer raises a question as to the location of the corner of a lot 
called the “Joyner lot.” If this is located as contended by the defendants, © 
then the said mill will be situate on their land; it will not be so if such 
corner is situate as contended by the plaintiff. The defendants claim that 
they had and have possession, though they do not claim title to the site 
for the projected new mill, elevator and water wasteway. 

The court below, on motion of the plaintiff, granted an injunction 
pending the action restraining the defendants from all interference with 
the plaintifi’s projected work, ete. The defendants excepted and ap- 
pealed. : 


Thomas N. Hill and W. H. Day for plaintiff. 
Rk. O. Burton, Jr., for defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J. The pleadings, exhibits and evidence satisfy us, for — 
the present purpose, that the plaintiff is the owner of the canal, basin, 
the site for the projected mill, elevator and water wasteway, and that its 
land thereabout situate is well adapted for manufacturing purposes of 
great importance; that the plaintiff is about to erect the mill and ele- 
vator, and that to that end, has expended and 1s about to expend large sums 
of money, contracted for much machinery and other material for such pur- 
pose, and is constructing the short railroad complained of by the defend- 
ants, with the view and for the purpose to facilitate the projected work, 
| its use and purpose. Whether this road is to be constructed en- 
(133) tirely on the plaintifi’s own land is not entirely free from doubt, 

but if it be partly on a part of the defendants’ lot in cannot in any 

_ sense greatly endamage the latter by its mere construction. Whether the 
defendants have mere possession of parts of the plaintiff’s land, as they 
contend, is doubtful. And whether, in any view of the contention of the 
parties, the plaintiff has possession of any land of the defendants, is very 
questionable. So far as we can see, no serious harm can, in any event, 
happen to the defendants by the construction of the road; they may be 
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amply compensated in damages, and have remedy upon the bond given by 
the plaintiff. The completion of the road promptly, we can well see, will © 
greatly facilitate the enterprise, which ought not to be delayed, and which 
the law encourages. It is against the policy of the law to restrain, delay 
and hinder such industries and enterprises as develop the country and its 
resources. This ought not to be done, unless in cases where serious harm 
may come to the party complaining. The plaintiff alleges, and the evi- 
dence tends strongly to prove, that the roadway is on its own land and 
that it is in possession. The courts have in many cases, not unlike the 
present one, granted relief by injunction pending the action, and when 
the evidence has left the material matter in dispute in doubt, this Court 
has generally directed the order granting such injunction to be affirmed. 
Here the defense alleged by the defendants is more than doubtful, but we 
are not to be understood as expressing any opinion upon the facts, ‘further 
than as may be proper in directing an affirmance of the order appealed 
from. Parker v. Parker, 82 N. C., 165; Lumber Co. v. Wallace, 93 N. - 
22; Lewis v. Lumber Co., 99 N. 0. (1; Evans v. f. £., 96 N. C., 
Whittaker v. Hill, rb., 2. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: R. fh. v. Comrs., ante, 62; R. BR. v. Asheville, 109 N. C., 691; 
R. R. v. Lumber Co., 116 N. Ge 925: Staton v. R. R., 147 N. ©., 489; 
Griffin v. R. &., 150 N. C., 815; Rope Co. v. Aluminum Co., 165 N. C., 
577; Waste Co. v. RB. R., 167 N. C., 342; HR. By, Phomeoson, 173 N. C., 
262, 


| (134) 
BASIL DEVEREUX v. M. McMAHON kt At... 


Deed—Execution—Delivery—Seal—Subscribing Witness—Probate—_ 
Registration—Evidence—F raud—Statute. 


1. A party against whom the registry of a deed (or other instrument), or a 
copy thereof, has been introduced in evidence, cannot then raise the objec- 
tion that there is a variance between such registry, or copy, and the origi- 
nal instrument. If he desired to avail himself of such objection, he should 
have required the production of the original in the way provided by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 1251). 

2. While the statute of North Carolina (The Code, sec. 1554) requires all deeds 
conveying lands to be signed by the maker, the signing need not necessarily 
be at the end of the deed; = the signature is in the body of the instrument 
it is sufficient. 


3. Nor is it essential that the maker should actually sign his name; he may 
authorize another to do so in his presence, or he may affix his mark or 


95 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


DEVEREUX v. MoM AHOoNn 


cther symbol and thereby adopt a seal attached, as well as his own name 
written in the deed, by another, and it makes no difference that the maker 
is able to write his name, or that there is no subscribing witness. 


4. The execution of a deed by affixing a mark, either by the maker himself or 
by some one in his presence thereto duly authorized, may be proved by 
evidence that it was a substitute habitually used by the maker for his 
signature and capable of identity, as proof is made of handwriting or from 
the evidence of an eye-witness that he saw the mark attached or heard © 
the maker acknowledge it as his. - 


. A number of grantors may, by delivery, adopt a seal attached to the name 
of one of them, there being a recital in the deed that they had affixed their 
seals. , 


on 


. If a seal is attached to the maker’s name, although there is no such recital, 
it will constitute the instrument a deed. 


oS 


. The law favors those who are illiterate, and will endeavor te arrive at and 
carry out their true intent by a liberal application of technical rules. 


~y 


ie.) 


. A subscribing witness to an instrument may adopt a mark or any other 
symbol for his signature when such mark or symbol has such peculiarities 
as will enable it to be identified as his act. | 


. Registration of deeds and other instruments required to be recorded is not 
made yoid by reason of the mistake of the officer making them; such 
errors do not vitiate the probate or deprive a party of the right to read 
the registry as evidence. Such error being shown, the presumption of the 
correctness of the copy is rebutted and opens the way for the question 

_ whether the instrument was such as might be admitted to registration, 


<=) 


10. The facts of the signing by the grantor and possession of the deed by the 
grantee being established, a delivery will be presumed. 


11. The misrecital or failure to read the contents of a deed to an illiterate 
grantor who requests to know what it contains is a fraud in the factum. 


(135) Action for the recovery of possession of land, tried at Septem- 
ber Term, 1890, of Hattrax, before Armfield, J. 


(1388) &. 0. Burton, Jr., for plaintiff. 
Thomas N, Hill and W. H. Day for defendants, appellants. 


_ Avery, J. It is provided by statute (The Code, sec. 1251) that “the 
registry or a duly certified copy of the record of any deed, etc., may be 
given in evidence in any court, and shall be held to be full and sufficient 
evidence of such deed, ete., although the party offering the same shall be 
entitled to the possession of the original, and shall not account for the 
non-production thereof, unless upon a rule or order of the court suggest- 

ing some material variance from the original in such registry, or 
(139) other sufficient ground, such party shall have been previously re- 
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quired is produce the original, in which case the same shall be produced 
or its absence ony accounted for, according to the course and eee 
of the court.” 

After the plaintiff had read the deed recorded in the register’ s book, 
ich was made competent evidence by the statute, he furnished, at the 
request of the defendant, voluntarily, and not in obedience to an order 
of the court, the original. The latter could not then avail himself of 
the objection that there was a variance between the original and what 
purported to be a copy on the book of the register, by objecting to the 
admission in evidence of the copy. If there had been any ground of 
complaint, the point intended to be raised was fairly presented by the 
exceptions to the charge of the court at a later stage of the trial, the de- 
fendant having, meantime, offered the original deed in evidence. 

The last clause of the original deed and the attestation clause, with 
the signatures, were as follows: 


“In witness whereof, the said Thomas Alexander hath hereunto signed 

his name and affixed his seal the day and date above written.” 
X [Seal.] 

“Signed, sealed and delivered in presence of X John Cobb, witness 
towards of what was sed, Thomas Alexander did agree to the deed. 
DeS.C.” 

The same portion of the deed was recorded in the register’s office as 
follows: 

“In witness whereof, the said Thomas Alexander hath hereunto signed 
his name and. fixed his seal the day and date above written. 

“Witness : X [Seal.] 

“Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of X John Cobb, 
witness toward of what was sed Thomas Alexander did agree to (140) 
the deed. Sozomon Davis.” 


The defendant contended that the deed was not signed in accordance 
with the requirements.of our statute of frauds (The Code, sec. 1554) 
and that the judge below should have instructed the jury that the plain- 
tiff had failed to adduce any evidence tending to show title in himself, 
and could not therefore recover. 

Under the Saxon rule in England, it was only required that deeds 
should be subscribed with the sign of the cross. It was not necessary 
that a seal should be attached. After the Norman conquest sealing be- 
came a requisite, but signing of all kinds ceased to be required. 3 Wash... 
RB. P., 242; Coke Lit., 171; 2 Bl. Com., 309. After the statute of frauds 
was enacted it became essential that every deed purporting to convey 
land, and every other instrument required under its provisions to be in 
writing, should be signed by the party to be charged therewith. 
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It is now an established rule that the name of the party to be charged 
may be written by an agent in his presence and under his direction, the 
act of the authorized agent being theoretically the act of the principal. 
Tiedeman R. P., sec. 807; Pierce v. Hakes, 23 Pa. State, 231; Insurance 
Co. v. Brown, 30 N. J., Eq., 193; Browne Stat. of Frauds, 12; Kime v. 
Brooks, 31 N. C., 218; Frost v. Deering, 21 Me., 156; Gardner v. Gard- 
ner, 6 Cush., 483. 

Under the provisions of our statute (The Code, sec. 1554) all of the 
instruments enumerated are required to be in writing and signed by the 
party, etc., while in the statutes of some of the other States the word 
“subseribed” is substituted for signed. Modern text-writers generally 
concur in the opinion that it is not essential that the signatures should 

be placed at the end of the deed or other instrument, where the 
(141) law requires signing only. Martindale on Conveyancing, sec. 6; 
5 A. & E., 441; Tiedeman Real Prop., sec. 807. 

In the construction of statutes in reference to wills a similar rule has 
been generally adopted. Signatures in the body of the will have been de- 
clared to constitute a sufficient compliance with the requirement that 
there should be a signing, and the courts have gone so far as to sustain 
the validity of the execution of a will, where the name of the testator 
was written under the names of the witnesses to the attestation clause 
after having been written also as a part of that clause by him. 7 Mews 
Jacobs Dig., 879; 1 Williams Executors, 60. It is conceded that where 
another person has already written the signature of one who 1s illiterate, 
the latter may adopt the signing subsequently by attaching a cross or 
other mark used by him as a substitute for an actual signature, though 
he could not so ratify the act of an agent who signed his name not in 
his presence except by attaching such mark. The grantor in this case 
inquired who had written the deed, and was told that it was written by 
Mr. Thorpe, a lawyer, and in substance what were its contents. It was 
insisted with much force by the learned counsel on the argument, that 
when Thomas Alexander made the cross-mark opposite to the seal and 
beneath the clause reciting his name, he adopted the signing of his name 
in that clause, the name being in close proximity to the cross and seal. 
Tt is well established that any number of grantors may by delivery adopt 
a seal opposite to the name of the first of the number who signs the deed, 
there being a recital in it that they had attached their seals; while on the 
other hand where there is no such recital, a seal attached to the name 
will be deemed sufficient to constitute the instrument a deed. 38 Wash. 
Real Prop., 244, 245; Tiedeman, supra, 808; Yarborough v. Monday, | 
13 N. C., 493. | | 

It seems not unreasonable to be guided by the principle, so often 
invoked in the construction of deeds and wills, that the law will 
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favor those who are inops consilit and illiterate, and attempt to (142) 
arrive at and carry out their true intent by a liberal application 

. of technical rules. Washburn, supra, at page 244, says: “Affixing a mark 
by the grantor against his name, though written by another, is a signing, 
although it does not appear that he could not write his own name.” It — 
being settled, then, that our statute does not require that the name should 
be-subseribed at the end of the instrument, when written by the party to 
be charged in his own handwriting, it would seem to be an unreasonable 
discrimination against, instead of in favor of, an illiterate person to de- 
clare his conveyance null and void because he attempted by a mark placed 
in proximity to the seal at the end of the deed to adopt a signing of his 
name in the last clause of the instrument. The courts, since the enact- 
ment of the statute of frauds (29 Charles IL), have used the maxim 
quod facit per alium facit per se with great liberality, especially in mak- 
ing auctioneers, by implication of law, the agents of those who bid for 
land at sales. In construing the act of making the mark in this case, as 
an adoption of the signature just above it in the body of the deed, we 
can foresee no greater danger of opening the door for the evasion of the 
statute of frauds than in any other case where the mark is used and 
placed in juxtaposition to the written name. In either case the execution 
of the instrument must be ordinarily shown by the acknowledgment of 
the maker, or the testimony of a witness who saw it made, and even 
where both the maker and subscribing witness may have died, the neces- 
sity for proving the genuineness of the signature of the witness or some 
distinguishing feature in the mark made by the grantor, is an ample 
guaranty that the opportunity or incentive to evade the statute of frauds 
will not be enhanced by sustaining the validity of the signing of Thomas 
Alexander. Davis v. Higgins, 91 N. C., 382. If there had been no wit- 
ness to the deed, then it could not have been admitted to probate 

without proof that the mark was habitually used by Alexander as (143) 
a substitute for signing his name, and that there was some pecul- 

larity in its appearance which distinguished it from other marks and 
enabled the witness to recognize 1t as he would the peculiarities of hand- 
writing. Sellers v. Sellers, 98 N. C., 16; 8. vo. Byrd, 98 N. C., 624; 
Howell v. Ray, 92 N. C., 510. In support of this view, Justice Merri- 
mon, delivering the opinion of the Court in 8. v. Byrd, supra, said: 
“While generally a mere cross-mark employed by a person who cannot 
“write, as evidence that he executed a paper-writing to which it is affixed, 
cannot be proven, yet a person may have a mark so peculiar and so. 
uniformly used by him for such purpose as that it may become well known 
as his mark, and may be proven just as the signature of one who writes 
may be proven to be in his own handwriting. A mark, like the signature 
of a party, is intended to be evidence of the fact that the party making 
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it made it, and identifies himself with the paper~writing signed in the 
way and for the purpose Indicated in it, and it is just as binding ordt- 
narily without a subscribing witness as with one, but it may be proven 
as a signature may be by one who saw it made or who heard the maker 
_ acknowledge it to be his, and the maker himself is generally a competent 
witness to prove that he made it.” Howell v. Ray, 92 N. C., 510. We 
have reproduced this extract to make it clear that we are sustained.by 
an adjudication of this Court, in which it is laid down as a principle, in 
the most explicit way, that an instrument purporting to be a deed and 
required to be in writing and signed by the party charged thereby is not 
void upon its face because the maker or grantor has signed by making a 
simple eross, nor even if there is no witness to such signing. The law 
still leaves the way open for proof of its execution by showing it to be a 
peculiar substitute habitually used by the grantor, instead of an ordinary 
signature, or for evidence from an eye-witness that he saw the mark 
attached, just as he could testify to the act of subscribing the 
(144) name. Our view of the subject 1s sustained by reason and the 
current authority. While it is not probable that any case pre- 
cisely similar in all respects to that under consideration has ever arisen, 
the principle announced finds abundant support in the adjudication of 
other courts, and the conclusions deduced from them by leading writers 
upon the subject of deeds and conveyances. 5 Lawson Rights & Rem., 
sec. 2270, says a person physically unable or too illiterate to write his 
name may sign by making a cross, a straight or a crooked line, a dot or 
any other symbol. In Martindale on Conveyancing, sec. 190, the rule is 
stated as follows: “As to what will constitute a sufficient signing, it may 
be observed that it is not necessary that the party should write his own 
name; his mark is sufficient, though he be able to write.” In section 6 
the same author says: “It seems that putting initials to a document, the 
name appearing elsewhere, is a sufficient signing to satisfy the require- 
ments of the statute.” If the initial letters of one’s name be allowed to 
serve as a substitute for a formal signature because the name is signed 
in full in the body of the deed, why should we hold that a mark, the 
making or distinctive character of which is susceptible of proof, is in- 
sufficient under similar circumstances ? 
The second ground of exception was that the deed was not lawfully and 
properly registered. The certificate of probate and fiat are as follows: 


“State of North Carolina—Nash County. I, John T. Morgan, clerk 
of the Superior Court, do hereby certify that the execution of the annexed 
deed was this day proven before me by the oath and examination of Solo- 
mon Davis, the subscribing witness thereto, who says that the deed was 
signed and delivered in his presence, 13 January, 1888, to the grantee for 
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the purposes therein erry Wiese my hand and official seal, this 
20 J anuary, 1888,” (Signed and sealed by the clerk. ) 


“Scare or Norra Carotina—Halifax County. In the Supe- (145) 
rior Court, 9 February, 1888. The foregoing certificate of John 
T. Morgan, clerk of the Superior Court of Nash County, duly attested 
by his official seal, is adjudged to be correct. Let the instrument, with 
the certificates, be registered. John T. Gregory, clerk Superior Court. 
“Filed for registration 9 February, 1888. L. Vinson, register of deeds.” 


If the objection to the probate is based upon the ground that the origi- 
nal deed shows that Solomon Davis, instead of signing his full name to 
the attestation, wrote the letters “D. S. C.,” and the register recorded the 
signature “Solomon Davis,” we think it is clearly untenable. Registra- 
tion is not rendered void by reason of a mistake by the officer in record- 
ing deeds, but the registration is presumptively correct, and the remedy 
for such defective record is to demand the original, which, if legible, 1s 
the highest evidence of the form of the deed and probate. Davis v. Inscoe, 
84 N. C., 896; Love v. Hardin, 87 N. C., 249. When this case was 
brought to this Court by a former appeal (102 N. C., 284), we held that 
the fact that a witness had made a crogs-mark im attesting a deed, did 
not affect his competency to prove its execution. See also 5 Lawson, sec. 
2271; Nelins v. Brickell, 2 N. C., 19. Upon the principle already an- 
nounced in discussing the signature of the grantor, there can be no fur- 
ther controversy as to his eligibility, when it appears that he used char- 
acters so peculiar as a substitute for signing his name. T'atom v. White, 
95 N. C., 453; S. v. Byrd, supra; Sellers v. Sellers, supra; Martindale, 
sec. 6, 

His testimony was as follows: “I witnessed the deed; I saw Tom | 
sign the deed, and he handed it to me and asked me to witness it; that is 
my name, D. 8. for Davis, C. for Solomon; that is the way I sign it; 
the rest was put there merely to fill in; I thought the old man was in 
his right mind; I did not hear any one read the deed to Tom; 

Tom asked Basil if he had got the deed fixed up; he said yes; (146) 
Tom asked who fixed it; he said Mr. Thorpe, a lawyer, and told . 

him what was in it; Tom signed the deed about twelve o’clock in the day, 
and died about twelve o’clock that night. I handed the deed either to 
Basil in Tom’s presence or back to Tom and he handed it to Basil.” 

We think that though there was a mistake in recording the deed, it 
did not affect the right given by statute to the plaintiff to read the record, 
as already stated, subject to the right of defendant, if the original could 
be produced, to correct such mistakes by its introduction. The deed was 
properly proven by Solomon Davis, who was a competent witness. The 
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effect of showing the mistake of the register of deeds was not to annul 
the probate, not even to destroy the competency of the copy upon the 
book as evidence, but simply to rebut the presumption that the copy was 
correct, and open the way for the consideration and discussion of the 
question whether the paper-writing, in its original shape, was upon its 
- face an instrument that, under our statute, might be probated and ad- 
mitted to registration. Defendant’s counsel insisted that there was no 
evidence of delivery. Though neither proof of possession of the deed 
by the grantee alone, nor evidence of the handwriting of the bargainor, 
unconnected with the facts, will raise a presumption of delivery so as to — 
dispense with actual proof of it, yet when both the signing by the grantor 
and possession of the grantee are shown, there is prima facie evidence of 
delivery. Welliams v. Springs, 29 N. C., 384; Whitsell v. Mebane, 64 
N.C., 845; Ingram v. Hall, 2 N. C., 193, But the witness Davis testi- | 
fied that when the deed was handed to him by the grantor, he either 
handed it in his presence and with his acquiescence to the grantee Basil 
Devereux, or he returned it to Alexander, who handed it to Devereux. 
- That was evidence, if believed, of an actual delivery. The failure to 
read a deed, or the misrecital of its contents to an illiterate grantor who 
asks to know what it contains, constitutes a fraud in the factum, 
(147 ) and on proof of the facts the instrument was formerly treated as 
| void in a court of law, and can now be attacked without initiating 
a direct proceeding to impeach it. But where a grantee, though an illit- 
erate man, does not demand that the deed shall be read, and all of the 
testimony ‘tends to show that a witness told him in substance what its 
provisions were, there is no evidence of fraud to be submitted to the jury. 
School Com. v: Kesler, 67 N. C., 443; Nicholls v. Holmes, 46 N. C., 360; 
Canoy v. Troutman, 29 N. C., 153. 
There is no error, and the judgment must be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Whitman v. Shingleton, post, 194; Herndon v. Ins. Co., 110 
N. C., 284; Rathff v. Rathff, 1381 N. C., 427; In re Pope, 189 N.C., 486; 
Richards v. Lumber Co., 158 N. C., 56; Boger v. Lumber Co., 165 N. C., 
559;-Burriss v. Star, 1b., 660; Peace v. Edwards, 170 N. C., 66; Lee v. 
Parker, 171 N.-C., 150; Alexander v. Johnston, tb., 472. 
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Sham Pleading—Answ er—Isswe—Endorsement. 


To a complaint by an executor, in which the execution by the defendant of the 
bond sued on, the death of the obligee, the appointment and qualification 
of the plaintiff, and that no payment had been made, were duly averred, 
the defendant answered that he was informed and believed that the plain- 

_ tiff was not the owner of the bond at the time of the commencement of the 
action: Held, (1) that the answer was a sham and irrelevant, and, on 
motion, was properly stricken from the record; (2) where a party sets up 
the defense that the plaintiff is not the real owner of the instrument put 
in suit, he must state in his answer the facts upon which he relies to estab- 
lish the ownership in some other person; (3) the payee or endorsee of a 
note is prima facie the owner and holder, and it is unnecessary that be 
should make such an allegation in his complaint. 


Motion to strike out answer, at Fall Term, 1890, of NortHamproy, 
before Womack, J. 

The plaintiff alleges in his ouplane which is verified, the (148) 
execution of the bond sued on, the death of the obligee, the ap- 
pointment and qualification of plaintiff as executor, and that no payment 
has been made on the bond. These allegations are not denied. 

The defendant, as his sole answer, says “that he is informed and be- 
lieves that the plaintiff is not the owner of the bond described in his 
complaint, and was not the owner thereof at the commencement of this 
action.” The court, being of opinion that this was a sham and irrele- 
vant plea, directed the answer to be stricken out, and rendered judgment 
for the amount of the bond and interest, according to the complaint. 
Defendant appealed. 


R. O. Burton, Jr., for plaintiff. 
Winborne & Bro. ( by vor ) for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The answer of the defendant put no fact in issue, and was 
but a legal conclusion from facts which should have been, but were not, 
stated. Such illogical pleading is not allowed by The Code. It requires, 
first, that the plaintiff shall state the facts upon which he relies; and 
second, that the defendant shall deny each allegation to be controverted 
by him. The allegation controverted must be the statement of a fact; 
hence, in making an issue, he has nothing to do with legal conclusions. 
Thus, a denial that the plaintiff is entitled to the sum demanded by him, 
or any part thereof, puts in issue no fact, and is but the denial of a legal 
proposition. Drake v. Cockraft, 4 E. D. Smith, 34. So, in a suit by a 
payee of a note, who alleges that he is the owner and holder, a denial 
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that he is the owner and holder puts nothing in issue. Seeley v. Edgell, 
17 Barb., 530. The payee or endorsee of a note is the pruma facie owner 
and holder. The allegation that he is so is unnecessary, and if the de- 
fendant defends upon the ground that the plaintiff is not such 
(149) owner, he should set up the facts showing title in some one else. 
Fleary v. Roget, 5 Sandford, 646. This citation is taken from 
Bliss on Code Pleading, sec, 334, and fully sustains the court below. 
There are many authorities to same purport. Bank v. Smith, 33 Mo., 
364; Wedderspoon v. Rogers, 32 Cal., 569, and others. In Russell v. 
Clapp, 4 How. Pr., 347, it is said: “Under the present system, it is in- 
tended to confine the pleadings to a simple statement of facts. Neither 
the evidence by which the facts alleged are to be established, nor the legal 
conclusions to be derived from such facts, can properly be stated. <A 
complaint is sufficient if it contains a simple statement of facts, which, if 
proved, will entitle the plaintiff to judgment. The answer, in like man- 
ner, is sufficient if it deny generally all the facts stated in the complaint, 
or, specifically, any particular fact stated, so as to form an issue of fact 
upon the matters in the complaint, or, admitting the facts stated in the 
complaint to be true, if it state other facts which, if proved to be true, 
will countervail the legal effect of the facts alleged in the complaint. 
. If the defendant would avoid the plaintifi’s right to recover by 
showing that some other person, and not the plaintiff, is the real party 
in interest, he must state in his answer such facts as, when established 
by proof, will enable the court to say, as matters of law, that the plaintiff 
is not the real party in interest.” 

The answer must contain a denial of each material allegation in the 
complaint, or a statement of any new matter constituting a defense or 
counterclaim. The Code, sec. 248. The answer does not do either by 
inerely alleging that the plaintiff is not the owner of the note sued on, 
while failing to deny any of the allegations of the complaint upon which 
the legal conclusion of ownership would arise. The answer should state 
the facts. It is suggested, however, that, in cases where the payee 1s not 

the plaintiff, the defendant might not be able to protect himself 
(150) against an action by one who had stolen the note, because the 

defendant. might not be able to aver the theft on information and 
belief. To this it is to be said that, as the plaintiff must aver the facts 
showing the execution of the note and the assignment or other transfer to 
himself, the defendant can, as to ‘such transfer or assignment, deny 
“knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief,” and demand strict 
proof. | | 

The answer raises no issue, and was properly stricken out as sham and 
irrelevant. Wedderspoon v. Rogers, supra; The Code, sec. 247. 

No error. 
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W. T. BRASWELE v. W. H. JOHNSTON, EXECUTOR OF NORFLEET 
CUTCHIN. : 


Issues—Pleading. 


1. When issues of fact are raised by the pleadings it is error to submit only 
the question whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover; that is a question 
of law arising after verdict and addressed solely to the court. | 

2. The rutes laid down for framing issues in Hmry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 109, and 
McAdoo v. BR. BR., 105.N. C., 140, diseussed and. approved. 


Aprrat, at Fall Term, 1890, of Epezcomnn, from Whitaker, J. 

Material facts were stated in the complaint and controverted in the 
answer, and a number of issues: involving those questions were tendered. 
The ‘mde submitted only the single issue, “How much, if any, is the 
plaintifi entitled to recover ?”’ 


J. LL, Bridges: for plaintiff. 
G. M.T. Fountain ( by brief, ) for defendant, 


Avery, J., after eine the fae “Tssues arise upon the plead- (151) 
ings when a material faet or conclusion of law is maintained 
by the one party and controverted by the other.” The Code, sec. 391. 
“An issue of faet arises (1) upon a material allegation in the complaint 
controverted by answer; or (2) upon new matter in the answer contro- 
verted by the reply; or (3) upon new matter in the reply except an issue 
of law is joined thereon.” The Code, sec. 393. 

Instead of the issues tendered by the defendant and involving the ques- 
tion whether the contract was an entire one, the court submitted only the 
following : “How much, if anything, is the plaintiff entitled to recover ?”’ 

Tt is settled that the requirement of the statute that an issue or issues 
must be submitted is mandatory.. Denmark v. R. R., 107 N. C., 185. 
The judge who tries the case may, in his discretion, confine the inquiry to 
ene or more of the issues raised by the pleadings, provided that he does 
not thereby deprive a party of the opportunity to present the law aris- 
ing out of some view of the testimony to the jury through the medium 
of an issue submitted, and provided a judgment can be predicated upon 
the finding—though in the exercise of this. power by the judge, it should 
be borne in mind that The Code system contemplates distinct findings 
upon material issues and these should be submitted where it ean be done 
without repetition or confusion. Hmry v. Rh. R., 102 N. C., 209. It 1s 
not necessary that the language of the pleadings should be incorporated 
in the issues, or that it should be clearly followed in drawing them. 
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While it is not error, for instance, to submit only an issue involving the 
question whether a plaintiff has been injured and has sustained damage © 
through the negligence of a defendant, even where contributory negli- 
gence is set up in the answer as a defense, and where the testimony also. 
raises the further question whether, notwithstanding the negligence of 
the plaintiff, the defendant might by ordinary care have avoided the in- 

jury. McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 140; Lay v. R. R., 106 N. C., 
(152) 410; Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 564; Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 

633. The issue as to contributory negligence is required by statute 
to be raised by the pleadings, where that defense is relied upon. The 
other issue, involving the doctrine laid down in Davies v. Mann, 1s not 
usually raised directly by any specific pleading. But it is left to the 


- sound discretion of the trial judge to determine whether he will submit 


both, when the testimony suggests that course, or only an issue in terms 
involving the question of the defendant’s negligence, and by instruction 
point out to the jury how the law governing the whole of the evidence 
may be applied in passing upon it. Meredith v. Coal Co., 99 N. C., 5765, 
McDonald v. Carson, 94 N. C., 497; Reott », - R., 96 N. C., 428; age: 

R. R., 97 N. C., 82. 

On the biher hand, in Denmark v. RB. Re supra, this Court held that 
the inquiry, “What daioes is the plaintiff entitled to recover ?” was not 
an issue. In Bowen v. Whitaker, 92 N. C., 369, it was held to be error, 
where issues of fact were raised by the pleadings, to enter as the verdict 
of the jury that “they find all issues of fact in favor of plaintiff and 
assess his damages” at a sum mentioned. 

In the case last cited the verdict was set aside because it was a finding 
in gross of all issues raised by pleadings, instead of a response to some 
issue arising out of facts controverted in the pleadings. The issue sub- 
mitted in this case goes a step further, and leaves the jury to determine, 
first, the question of law whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover at 


all; and second, to assess the damages, as was done in Denmark »v. R. R., 


supra. It is the province of the court to say, upon the facts found, 

whether the plaintiff shall recover or the defendant shall go without day. 

Instead of passing upon some “material allegation of the complaint con- 

troverted by the answer,” the jury are asked whether they will 

(153) return a verdict of “quod recuperit,” and if so, what damages will 
be allowed. | | 

In Denmark v. R. B., supra, we held that where issues of fact are 

raised by the pleadings and’tendered by one of the parties to the action 


it was error to confine the jury to an inquiry as to damages. The rule 


announced in Hmry v. R. R., supra, allowed the presiding judge to exer- 


 gise his discretion, subject to certain restrictions, as to the necessity or 


propriety of submitting one or more of the issues raised. I+ could not 


106 


N. 0. FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


JOYNER v. STANCILL 


' have been intended by the framers of the law, nor has it been suggested 
by this Court, that it would be a sufficient compliance with the manda- 
- tory requirement of The Code to submit, not an issue growing out of a 
denial in the answer, but the question ae law, which it is the exclusive 
province of the «ndge to decide, and which is not addressed to him till 
the facts are found. That question is, whether upon the ascertained 
facts, the plaintiff is entitled to sudgment ‘ ‘quod recuperit,” or the de- 
fendant to judgment that he go without day. 

There is error, for which a new trial will be granted. 

Error. 


Orted: Blackwell o. R. R., 111 N. C., 153; Clement v. Cozart, 112 
N. C., 415. 


S. V. JOYNER, Apr. D. 8. N. or B. 8S, ATKINSON, Er a., v. G. A. STANCILL. 


Reference—Findings of Fact—Eaceptions—Mortgage—Release— 
Merger—Presumption. 


1. The findings of fact by a referee, adopted by the trial judge, are conclusive. 


bo 


. The Supreme Court will not entertain an objection, made for the first time 
before it, that the findings of fact by a referee were not supported by any 
evidence. : 


3. While the mere change of the form of a debt secured by a mortgage, or even 
the incorporation of an additional indebtedness in the new form, will not 
release the mortgage, yet if it is the intention of the parties that the change 
shall operate as a satisfaction of the original debt and discharge the mort- 
gage, that intention will be enforced, though the mortgage be not formally 
canceled. 

4, The presumption, however, is against the extinguishment of the mortgage 
by such alteration. | 


Excertions to referee’s report, heard at March Term, 1890, of mare 
before Boykin, J. 

The facts, extracted from the report of the referee, presented on ap- 
peal, were as follows: 

1. On 24 March, 1876, B. S. Atkinson was indebted to Rountree & 
Co., in the sum of $621. 63, which amount was evidenced by one promis- 
sore note and secured by a mortgage upon the lands mentioned in the 
complaint. 

2. Afterward, and before 1882, the note and mortgage were assigned 
to defendant Stancil. | 
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8. On 28 February, 1882, Atkinson was indebted to said Stancill in 
the amount of the note assigned to him, and various other amounts by 
note or account, and that on eal day Danes and defendant came to a 
settlement and ascertainment of the debts due from him to defendant 
Stancill, and then executed his promissory note under seal, payable to 
Stancill, for the amount of $2,119.11, which amount included the Roun- 
tree note, with interest to that date, and some additional amounts due 
Stanceill. 

4, Stancill accepted said note in full satisfaction of and in payment 
of and in discharge of said Rountree & Co.’s note and other indebtedness, 
and from that time used said note as collateral, and has preatce it as a 
discharge of preéxisting securities. 

This action was brought to restrain the defendant ae selling under 
the mortgage and for an account, ete. 

From the judgment of the court overruling the exception to that 
(155) part of the report which held the mortgage to be extinguished 
by the neceptance of the new note the defendant appealed. 


J.B. Batchelor for plaintff. 
vanes E. Moore and J. D. Murphy for defendants. 


SuepuerD, J. In the well-considered case of Battle v. Mayo, 102 
N. C., 418, it was held that where there is reference by consent, the 
findings of fact by the referee adopted by the trial judge are final, and 
will not be reviewed here. It was also distinctly held that, while we pass 
upon the question whether there is any evidence to sustain such findings, 
the exceptions in this respect must be taken below, and will not be heard 
for the first time in this Court. There being no such exceptions in the 
present case, the report of the referee, as approved by the judge, is con- 
clusive, and we can only review the findings of law. 

The only exception insisted upon is addressed to the finding of law that 
“the note to Rountree & Co. was, by the transactions between the said 
Atkinson and the defendant, released and discharged, and the security 
thereunder lost.”” The foregoing legal conclusion is based upon the fol- 
lowing findings of fact by the referee: 

“T find that, on 28 February, 1882, said B. S. Atkinson was indebted 
to said G. A. Stancill in the amount of the note assigned to him, and 
various other amounts by note or account, and that on said day the said 
Atkinson and defendant same to a settlement and ascertainment of the 
debts due from Atkinson to defendant Stancill, and on that day said 
Atkinson executed his promissory note, under seal, payable to Stancil] for 
amount of $2,119.11, which amount included the amount of the Rountree 
note, with interest to that date, with some additional amounts due Stan- 
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cill on account of his (Stancill’s) tenant, for which he became (156) 
responsible. J find that defendant G. A. Stancill accepted said 
note in full satisfaction of and in discharge of said Rountree & Co.’s 
note and other indebtedness, and from that time until now he has used 
said note as collateral and has treated it as a discharge of preéxisting 
securities,” | 

It 1s well settled that a mortgage may be discharged by matter in pais 
(Faw v. Whittington, 72. N. C., 321) and it 1s equally well established 
that the mere change in the form of the debt does not satisfy a mortgage 
given to secure it. Bristol v. Pearson, 107 N. C., 562; Hyman v. Dever- 
eux, 63 N. C., 624. Neither does the incorporation in the new note of 
additional indebtedness have this effect. 2 Jones Mort., 980. The pre- 
sumption is against the discharge of the mortgage, and this can only 
be overcome by proof that the new note was actually intended by the 
parties as a satisfaction and extinguishment of the former one. Hyman v. 
Devereux, supra. “It is, however, competent for the parties to agree 
that a change in the form of the mortgage debt shall operate as a pay- 
ment of the debt, although the mortgage be not canceled in form. . . . 
The question of intention in such cases always comes in with controlling 
force, and the intention may operate as well to extinguish the debt as to 
keep it alive. Ifa note be taken with the intention that it should operate 
as payment in whole or in part of the old debt, then the mortgage is 
accordingly paid, wholly or in part, as the case may be.” 2 Jones Mort., 
926. Applying these principles to the present case, we are constrained to 
hold that the mortgage debt has been extinguished by the agreement of 
the parties. The finding of the referee is explicit upon this point. He 
says that the new note was accepted “in full satisfaction of and in pay- 
ment” of the former one, and that the defendant has also “treated it as 
a discharge of preéxisting securities.” 

Under the findings of fact, which we are precluded from reviewing, we 
must affirm the judgment. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Tulley v. Bwens, 110 N. C., 344; Hemmings v. Doss, 125 N. C., 


— 402; Dawson v. Thigpen, 187 N. C., 470; Sturtevant v. Cotton Mills, 
171 N. C., 120; Boyer v. Jarrell, 180 N. C., 483. 
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(157) 
H. B. CLAFLIN err at. v. J. A. HARRISON ET AL. . 


Party—Pleading—Mortgagee. 


In an action brought against a trading firm to recover a debt in which it was 
sought, among other remedies, to subject the individual real estate of one 
of the firm—a woman—to the satisfaction of the judgment, the complaint 
did not allege that the said real property was any part. of the assets of the 
firm, nor that the woman was married, nor that she had conveyed the 
lands fraudulently: Held, (1) that the complaint failed to disclose such a 
cause of action as authorized a sale of the land and a distribution of the 
proceeds among creditors: (2) that a prior mortgagee of the woman was 
not a necessary party, and the action as to him was properly dismissed. 


ApprEaL from an order of Boykin, J., at May Term, 1890, of Vance. 
The action was instituted for the purpose, among others of subjecting 
the real estate of Mrs. Nancy Verrell, in Nash County, to the debts of 
the firm of Harrison Bridges Dry Goods Company, of which she was a — 
member. After the action was instituted her death was suggested, and at 
the February Term, 1890, her administrator was made a party. The 
defendant Louis Hilliard, a resident of Norfolk, Virginia, claimed to 
have a mortgage on the real estate of Nancy Verrell. On 7 December, 
1888, the clerk of Vance Superior Court, upon the filing of an affidavit 
by plaintiffs that Louis Hilliard was a necessary party, and that he 
claimed to have a mortgage on the real estate of Mrs. Verrell, made an 
order that summons be served by publication in the Tomahawk news- 
paper, a paper published in Vance County, for six weeks, and it was- 
made. The defendant Louis Hilliard filed a special plea, and contended 
that it was an action in personam, and that service could not be made 
by publication. The plaintiffs contended that it was in the nature 
(158) of an action to foreclose a mortgage, and was, in fact, a proceed- 
ing in rem, His Honor made an order dismissing the action, so 
far as Louis Hilliard was concerned, from which order the plaintiffs 
appealed. 


H. T. Watkins (by brief) for plaintcffs. 
J: B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for Hilliard. 


SuEepHerD, J. The plaintiffs pray judgment for their debts; that the 
defendants be declared guilty of a fraud in contracting the same; that 
an execution be issued against their persons in the event that executions 
against their property be returned unsatisfied, and that one of the de- 
fendants be required to turn over to a receiver the personal property ex- 
emption hitherto allotted to him out of the assets of the firm. They also 
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pray that the lands of Nancy Verrell be sold by a commissioner and that 
the proceeds of the sale be distributed among them. We are at a loss 
to understand the precise nature of this action, but it is very clear from 
the face of the complaint that the lands of the defendant Nancy cannot 
be sold in this summary manner. It does not appear that they constitute 

any part of the assets of the partnership; nor does it appear that she 1s a 
- married woman, and that her property is sought to be subjected in equity 
as such; nor is it shown that she has conveyed her said property for the 
purpose of defrauding the plaintiffs, so as possibly to bring the case 
within Bank v. Harris, 84 N. C., 206. 

As, therefore, upon the facts alleged, no judgment can be rendered 
affecting her lands, it must follow that the defendant Hilliard, who has 
a mortgage upon the same, is not a proper or necessary party, and that 
there was no error on the part of his Honor in dismissing the action so 
far as he is concerned. 

The Code, sec. 218, provides for service by publication in the cases 
mentioned, only where it appears “that a cause of action exists against 
the defendant in respect to whom service is to be made, or that 
he is a proper party to an action relating to real property in this (159) 
State.” 

As there is no cause of action alleged against. the said Hilliard, nor 
any cause of action shown by which the land in which he is interested 
ean be affected, the order of publication was improvidently granted, and 
the ruling of his Honor must be ‘ 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bacon v. Johnson, 110 N. C., 118; Bernhardt ». Brown, 118 
N. C., 706; White v. White, 179 N. C., 600. : 


i a er ee ee Yr 


J. B. ALLEN y. T. 0. SALLINGER. 


Boundary—Deed, Description in—E vidence. 


A description in a deed of “a certain tract of land, begins at a pine on R’s 
line, thence running K’s line, thence binding on L’s line, then to the first 
station, including twenty-five acres,” is not void for uncertainty, and may 
be aided by parol proof. 


Action involving the title and right to possession of a tract of land, 
tried at the September Term, 1890, of Martin, before Womack, J. 
Appeal by defendant. The case is stated in the opinion. ; 

‘% | eee! : 
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James E. Moore for plaintiff. 
A. O. Gaylord for defendant. 


Avery, J. Not a single exception was taken to the rulings or the charge 
of the court below. The contention of the defendant, suggested for the 
first time in this Court, was, that there was a fatal variance between the 

description of the land sued for, as set forth in the complaint, and 
(160) that contained in the deed offered by the plaintiff, to establish 

title. As a remedy for this defect the plaintiff moved here to 
amend the complaint by embodying in it the calls of his deed instead of 
the imperfect boundaries now declared upon, and the motion was allowed 
in the exercise of an unquestionable power. Knowles v. R. R., 102 N.C, 
67; Grant v. Rogers, 94 N. C., 755; The Code, sec. 965; Wilson v. Pear- 
son, 102 N. C., 291. 

The defendant then moved for judgment here, on the ground that the 
description was, upon its face, void for uncertainty. The descriptive 
clause in the deed and the amended complaint is as follows: “A certain 
tract or parcel of land begins at pine on Rolach line; then running 
Kenneth Sallinger line; thence binding on Lovick Sexton’s line; thence 
running the Thomas Latham’s line; then to the first station, including 
twenty-five acres, be the same more or less.” It is needless to cite authori- 
ty to prove that evidence aliwnde would have been competent to locate 
the pine at the beginning. Then, proof that a line known as the Kenneth 
Sallinger line extended from the pine to a point where it intersected 
with another line known as Lovick Sexton’s line would have been ad- 
missible to establish the second corner at the point of intersection (where 
it was “binding on” or connected with the Sexton line). The term 
“binding on’ is a local and provincial expression, but we take notice of 
the fact that it is used to indicate that a tract of land is bounded by an- 
other, and, as a result in this case, that the lines of the land intersect. 
The third call—“thence running Thomas Latham’s line’—does not indi- 
cate in express terms at what point on this line the third corner could 
be located, nor does it give any data from which it could be determined 
what distance that line must be followed and what would be the point of 
departure from that line for the first station. From the second corner, at 
the intersection, the call is not “along the Lovick Sexton line,” but 

“thence running Thomas Latham’s line,” and, according to a 
(161) settled rule of construction, if the Latham line could be established 
by parol proof, the third line of this tract would run from the 
intersection (the second corner) the most direct course to the nearest 
point on it, not necessarily with the Sexton line, but along the Sexton 
line, if it intersected with both the Rolach and Latham lines, at the 
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points in the two where they approached nearest to each other. Spruill v. 
Davenport, 46 N. C., 203; Gause v. Perkins, 47 N. C., 222; Topping »v. 
Sadler, 50 N. C., 357: Cansler v. Pate, ib., 424. 

In Campbell ; Branen. 49 N. C., 313, the Court laid down the rule 
that where the object designated in the description was not a point, but 
a series of points, making an extended line, “as in the case of a river, 
swamps, or the line of another tract of land, then the disputed line must 
be run to the nearest point on said river, swamp, or line of another tract,” 
and that, in order to carry out this principle, even a call for course and 
distance must be disregarded. Redmond v. Stepp, 100 N. C., 212; Wel- 
lons v. Jordan, 88 N. C., 3871. 

Having reached the ee point upon the Latham line, the next 
question presented is, how far, according to the calls of the deed, should 
the Latham line be followed, or how would the point of departure from 
that line to the first station be determined? There being nothing in the 
description to fix that corner at any point beyond the intersection of the 
second line with it, we must, as far as possible, give effect to all the de- 
seriptive words by first ning to the Latham line by the most direct 
course, and then running the shortest line from our intersection to 
the first station, thus enclosing the land by three triangular lines. 
Shultz v. Young, 25 N. C., 885. In the case of Osborne v. Anderson, 
89 N. C., 262, the late Chief Justice Smith, for the Court, construed 
the words of a description in a deed, “thence south to James and John 
McMillan’s line, and thence west to Cynthia Gambrill’s land,” to mean 
that the lines should be run south first to the line of James, then 
along that line to its intersection with John’s line, or, if the two (162) 
were shown to approach each other without intersecting, then 
from the nearest point in the line of James to that of John by direct 
course, and thence by the shortest line to Cynthia Gambrill’s land, 
Miller v. Bryan, 86 N. C., 167. 

In the consideration of the motion of the defendant, we must take an 
abstract view of the question, discussing it just as if the judge below had 
held the description too vague, and refused to hear testimony at all. It 
is too late, after failing to enter an exception, for the defendant to insist 
upon the insufficiency of the evidence. The jury have found that he was 
a trespasser on land belonging to the plaintiff, and it is not material now 
whether, in arriving at their conclusion as to the facts, they thought the 
plaintiff’s deed ought to be run so that the boundary of land included 
should assume the shape of a parallelogram, a square, or triangle. The 
finding that defendant was a trespasser on land of which plaintiff was 
the owner in fee simple is conclusive upon the former. We are called 
upon to decide, and do hold, simply that the description is not too vague 
to be explained by competent parol proof aliunde, to which, by its terms, 
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it points, and is not, therefore, void upon its face. Blow v. Vaughan, — 
105 N. C., 198. Without assuming that the plaintiff did adduce pre- 
cisely such evidence as, upon the theory advanced by us would have 
been sufficient to fit the description to the land claimed by him and 
cover the locus in quo, we must refuse the defendant’s motion, because 
the language of the deed is such as to demonstrate the possibility, by 
extrinsic evidence pointed out by its terms, of establishing its boundary 
lines. If the defendant had excepted to the ruling of his Honor upon 
his demurrer to the evidence, we would not have been precluded from 
considering the other question discussed by counsel. 
Affirmed. | 


Cited: Broadwell v. Morgan, 142 N. C., 478; Bachelor v. Norris, 166 
N. C., 509. 


(163) a 
RICHARD HOLDEN vy. J. K. PUREFOY et At. 


Abandonment — Contract — Specific Performance—Equity—W aiver— 
Estoppel—Vacating Judgment—Excusable Neglect—Hvidence. 


1. Long delay, accompanied by acts inconsistent witha purpose to perform the . 
contract, will, if not waived, bar the right to a specific performance. 


2. A contract required by the statute of frauds to be in writing may be waived 
in parol by abandonment, but the acts constituting such abandonment 
must be positive, unequivocal and inconsistent with the contract. The rule 

’ is founded upon the doctrine of estoppel, and not upon the ‘idea that an 
estate can be passed by such waiver or abandonment. 


8. Not only will the courts refuse to decree a specific performance when such 
waiver is established, but the circumstances may be of such character that 
they will operate as an absolute discharge of the contract, even as between 
the original parties, and take away any remedy either at law or in equity. 


4, Where, upon an appeal from an order setting aside a judgment for excusable ~ 
neglect, there were no findings of fact in the record, and it did not appear 
that the appellant had requested that such findings should be made, the 
Supreme Court will assume that the exception is based upon the ground 
that, taking as true that view of the testimony most favorable to the 
appellee, he would not be, as a matter of law, entitled to have the motion 

allowed. 


5. In the progress of a cause an order was entered, upon motion of defendant, 
to. make another person party defendant, and a summons was issued and 
served upon such person in accordance with the order. The person so 
served did not, however, read or hear read the summons, and was unaware 
of the order making him party, but supposed he was summoned as a wit- 
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ness, in which capacity he attended the trial and was examined. He 
learned then that he had been made a party and judgment had been ren- 
dered against him for want of an answer: Held, that the judge committed 
no error in setting aside the judgment upon the ground of excusable 
neglect. 


Appray at January Term, 1890, of Franxtiin, from Boykin, J. - 

The only matter in controversy was between the defendant 
J. R. Purefoy and M. Woodlief. All the matters in said action (164) 
in which the plaintiff’s testator, Richard Holden, had any interest, 
were tried and determined by the judgment of the court rendered before 
the death of the said Richard Holden, who was the original plaintiff, 
and who was the testator of the present plaintiff. — 

On 1 April, 1880, Richard Holden sued out a summons against the 
defendant Purefoy, returnable to April Term, 1880, of the Superior 
Court for said county. At Fall Term, 1881, the plaintiff filed his com- 
plaint, in which he demanded judgment for the amount of one of the 
notes referred to in the opinion. Subsequently, the defendant Purefoy 
filed an answer, setting up the contract to convey the land, and praying 
a specific performance. He further alleged that the defendant Woodlietf 
had purchased a portion of the land and was.in possession. 

On motion of defendant Purefoy, it was ordered by the court that 
summons issue in the action to M. Woodlief and other parties men- 
tioned in the order. The summons was issued on 20 March, 1882, and 
was served on Woodlief on 1 April, 1882, and was duly returned at the 
next term of the court, which began on 9 May, 1882. At April Term, 
1888, there was a decree entered for defendant Purefoy for specific per- 

‘formance and account by plaintiff. At next term Woodlief moved to 
vacate it as to him, and filed the following affidavit: 

“M. Woodlief, the above-named defendant, being duly sworn, says: 
That the above-named action was commenced by the said plaintiff against 

‘the said defendant J. K. Purefoy by the issuing of a summons on 30 
March, 1880, and returnable to Spring Term, 1880, of this court; that 
after the return term of said action, as this affant is now informed and 
believes, this affiant, M. Woodlief, was made a party to said action, and 
a summons was issued to the defendant on 20 March, 1882; that 

the sheriff of Franklin County saw this affiant and said to him (165) 
that he (said sheriff) had a summons for this affiant to be at the 

next term of the Superior Court of this county—something concerning 
the Richard Holden and Purefoy matter; that he did not know what it 
was; that the summons was not read to this affiant and he did not know 
the contents thereof, and was not then or at any other time informed 
that he was made a defendant in said action until he was examined as a 
witness before the referee and his attention was then called to the entry 
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of his name in the paper; that in obedience to the notice given or service 
of summons served on him, hence, as above said, he did not attend the 
next term of the court for three days, and saw plaintiff, Holden, and 
asked him if he had had the affiant summoned, and for what purpose; 
that said Holden told the affiant that he had not had the affiant sum- 
moned and knew nothing about it; he thought he had been summoned 
- as a witness to attend for three days, and, not having heard his name 
called, left for home and did not again sttend? that the defendant Pure- 
foy was not at court at the said term, and iheretor this affiant made no 
inquiry of him; that this affiant did not know and had no belief that 
he was a party to said action or that he had any interest therein, and did 
not, therefore, employ any attorney to represent him, and, so far as he 
knows, no attorney has assumed to act for and represent him in said 
action; that he is informed and believes, and so, therefore, avers that no 
complaint has been filed against him by the plaintiff in said action, and 
that in plaintiff’s complaint made therein no averment or charge of fact 
is made by plaintiff against the defendant, and there is no prayer for 
judgment against him, and there is no prayer for judgment in plaintiff’s 
said complaint against this affiant; that at Spring Term, 1885, of this 
court the defendant Purefoy filed his answer, in which he alleged 
(166) that the affiant had purchased and was in the possession of part 
of the land mentioned.” 
The judgment was vacated as to Woodlief, and the defendant Purefoy 
appealed. 
The other facts necessary to an understanding of the matters pre- 
sented for review are stated 1n the opinion. 


No counsel for plainitff. 
C. M. Cooke and T. M. Pia for Purefoy. 
J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for Woodlief. 


Sueprerp, J. Before proceeding to a consideration of the merits of 
this controversy, we must first pass upon the ruling of the court in set- 
ting aside the judgment against the defendant Woodlief. | 

1. At April Term, 1888, the case was tried upon the pleadings and 
report of the referee, and, there being no answer on the part of the said 
Woodlief, a judgment was rendered which precluded him from the im- | 
portant defenses which he was afterwards permitted to assert. The said 
defendant, within a year after the rendition of the judgment, moved 
that the same be set aside, on the ground of surprise and excusable neglect 
(The Code, sec. 274), and after a consideration of the affidavits the 
court allowed the motion, and the defendant Purefoy excepted. 
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No findings of fact accompany the several affidavits, nor does it appear 
that the appellant requested that such findings should be made. If he 
had desired the ruling of this Court upon any particular view of the ~ 
facts, he should have asked for a finding of the same, but as he failed to 
do so, we must assume, in the absence of any specific exception or of a 
motion to remand, that his objection is based upon. the ground that, 
taking as true that view of the testimony most favorable to the appellee, 
the latter, as a matter of law, would not be entitled to relief. 
While this point of practice has never been determined with (167) 
reference to motions under the above section of The Code, we 
think that the rule as indicated is just, as well as convenient, and we 
can see no reason why it should not be adopted in such cases, as well as 
in motions to vacate attachments and other like proceedings. Millhiser 
v. Balsley, 106 N. C., 433. 

Taking, then, the affidavit of Woodlief in connection with the undis- 
puted facts disclosed by the record, we are of the opinion, without any 
further discussion, that enough appears to sustain the ruling of the 
court in setting aside the judgment. 

2. It has long been settled that a parol waiver of a written contract, 
within the statute of frauds, “amounting to a complete abandonment 
and clearly proved, will bar a specific performance.” Price v. Draper, 
17 Ves., 356; Inge v. Lippingwill, 2 Dick., 469; Jordan v. Lawkins, 
1 Ves. Jr., 404; Rich v. Jackson, 4 Bro. C. C., 519; Filmer v. Gott, 
6 Ves., 3387; Coles v. Trecothick, 9 Ves., 250; Robinson v. Page, 3 Russ., 
119. But “it is clear that the acts and conduct constituting such aban- 
donment must be positive, unequivocal and inconsistent with the con- 
tract.” Faw v. Whittington, 72 N. C., 821; Miller v. Pierce, 104 N. C., 
389; Falls v. Carpenter, 21 N. C., 237. When, however, a contract for 
the sale of land has been partly performed by the entry of the vendee 
and a part payment of the purchase-money, the vendee is deemed to have 
acquired an equitable estate; and while, as was said by Bynum, J., in 
Faw v. Whittington, there is a distinction between contracts to “sell and 
convey” land (the words of the statute) and contracts or agreements 
made between vendor and vendee after that relation is established, and 
which are intended to terminate that relation, the courts are peculiarly 
strict in requiring the clearest and most cogent proof, giving effect to 
such a discharge or abandonment by matter in pais, not upon the idea of 
passing an estate in lands, but by way of “equitable estoppel in 
the vendee to assert a ‘limi to specific performance, where his (168) 
conduct has misled the vendor intentionally.” Faw v. Whitting- 
ton, supra. 

It seems also established that the circumstances may be of such 2 an ex- 
traordinary character as not only to constitute a bar to specific perform- 
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ance, but to work in effect such a discharge of the contract, even as be- 
tween the original parties, as to take away all remedy at law, as well as 
all claim to the ordinary equitable adjustment between the parties. It 1s, 
however, unnecessary in this case to pass upon the latter question, as 
Holden, the vendor, by bringing this suit against Purefoy, the vendee, | 
for the recovery of the balance of the purchase-money, has, so far as he ~ 
is concerned, waived any right to insist upon a discharge by way of 
abandonment, and the vendee is now entitled, as against the said Holden, 
to insist upon any rights he may have growing out of the said contract, 
whether they be legal or equitable. These rights may hereafter be deter- 
mined in this action, but as the case upon appeal is confined, as expressly 
stated, to the controversy between the defendants Purefoy and Woodlief, 
we can only consider the question presented, to wit, whether Purefoy is 
entitled to specific performance or any other equitable relief as against 
Woodlief. 

While we do not concur in the ruling of this Honor as to Woodlief 
being protected by seven years adverse possession under color of title 
[the sheriff’s deed not having been delivered, and the two years posses- 
‘sion of the vendor after entry and before sale to Woodlief not being 
adverse (Hdwards v. University, 21 N. C., 325), and therefore not to be 
computed in making out the requisite time], still enough, in our opinion, 
appears upon the issues found, the facts admitted, and the testimony of 
Purefoy himself, to sustain the judgment of the court. The facts are 
substantially as follows: Holden, the owner, contracted in 1868 to sell 
the land to Purefoy, and the latter executed to him notes of $200 each, 

payable, respectively, on 26 February, 1869; 26 February, 1870; 
(169) 26 February, 1871, and 26 February, 1872. Purefoy entered 

under this contract (which was registered) and cut wood and rail- 
road ties, it is said, of considerable value. He paid about one-half of 
the purchase-money, and, being in default in the payment of one of the 
notes, was sued in 1871 by Holden. In that year a judgment was ren- 
dered against him on said note, and in June, 1872, an execution was 
issued, under which the land was sold and purchased by Holden. A deed 
to Holden was prepared by the sheriff, but for some reason was never 
delivered. Immediately after this attempted sale in 1872, Purefoy left 
the land and moved to a distant part of the State, and Holden reéntered 
and remained in possession until he sold for a valuable consideration, 
and without actual notice, to Woodlief and others in 1875 and 1876. 
Woodlief bought the interests of these other purchasers, and has been in 
possession ever since, having cleared the land and made other valuable 
improvements. During all of these years no claim whatever was made 
by Purefoy, and he candidly testifies that when he left the land he “did 
not intend to have anything more to do with it.” Thus for a period of 
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about twelve years, until the filing of Purefoy’s answer in 1885, has this 
defendant and those under whom he claims been in possession of the 
land without actual notice and without any attempt whatever being 
made to enforce the contract. It is but fair to assume that 1f Holden had 
not brought this suit for the balance of the purchase-money Woodlief 
would never have been disturbed by Purefoy; and can it be that any act 
of recognition of the contract by Holden, subsequent to his sale of the 
land, can affect the rights of one who purchased from him? Elimi- 
nating from the case, then, the act of Holden in bringing this suit, let | 
us see whether, even as against him, the defendant Purefoy would have 
been entitled to specific performance. 

Without attempting to repeat the numerous authorities upon the gen- 
eral subject, it 1s sufficient to state, what has been so often de- 
clared, that specific performance is not a matter of strict right, (170) 
but is, within the discretion of the court, to be exercised under 
certain well-established principles of equity; and one of these principles 
is that long delay, accompanied by acts inconsistent with a purpose of 
performing a contract, will, if not waived by the vendor, preclude the 
vendee from specific performance. Falls v. Carpenter, supra; Francis 
v. Love, 56 N. C., 821; Love v. Welch, 97 N. C., 200. 

The following fron 9 Story Eq. Jur.; sec. 77 1, is quoted with approval 
by this Court in Love v. Welch, supra, and 1s of peculiar application to 
the present case: “In general ¢says the eminent author) it may be 
stated that to entitle a party to a specific performance he must show 
that he has been in no default in not having performed the agreement 
and that he has taken all proper steps towards the performance on his 
part. If he has been guilty of gross laches, or if he applies for relief 
after a long lapse of time, unexplained by equitable circumstances, his 
bill will be dismissed.” 

“A party cannot call upon a Court of Equity for specific performance,” 
said Lord Alvanly, “anless he has shown himself ready, desirous, prompt — 
and eager,” or, to use the language of Lord Cranworth, “Specific per- 
formance is relief which this Court will not.give unless in cases where 
the parties seeking it come as promptly as the nature of the case will 
“permit.” Fry Spec. Perf., 320. “A Court of Equity will not interfere to 
decree a specific performance where the party seeking it has been guilty of 
gross laches or long voluntary delay, and in the meantime there has been 
« material change of circumstances.” McNeil v. Magee, 5 Mason, 244. 
Now, 1f we apply these principles to the facts before us, it is too plain 
for argument that specific performance should not. be décreed. Granting 
that time is not generally, in equity, the essence of a contract, and that 
where there has been only delay, there must be some demand | 
or some act amounting to notice to the vendee that the default (171) 
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in the payment will be insisted upon, we have here the very strongest 
evidence of this in the action of Holden in suing for the purchase- 
money, his attempted sale under execution, and the resumption by him 
of the possession and dealing with the land as his own. But there is 
more here than mere delay; for Purefoy, having control of the land, 
actually leaves the same with the purpose of having nothing more to do 
with it. We have, then, not simple delay only, but a most significant act, 
as well as an admitted intention of abandoning the property. . 

In Francis v. Love, supra, the Court refused specific performance upon 
the mere delay of payment for six years. The Court say: “From 1848 
to the filing of the bill is six years, during which the plaintiff makes no 
effort to enforce his rights; on the contrary, he leaves the State and does 
not return until 1854, just before the bill is filed. The defendant was 
well justified in believing that the plaintiff had abandoned his contract, 
and that he was at liberty to proceed in improving the land. It would 
be doing injustice to the defendant, after such delay on the part of the 
plaintiff, and after he had dealt with the land as if discharged from his 
contract, to permit the plaintiff to come nonEne and insist upon a spe- 
cific performance.” 

So far from explaining his inconsistent acts and long delay by “equita- 
ble circumstances,” as required by Story, supra, Purefoy explicitly 
informs us, as we have stated, that when he left the land he did not 
intend to have anything more to do with it, and his long acquiescence in 
the possession of Woodlief and those under whom he claims, is not only 
consistent with, but in entire corroboration of, this purpose. If it be 
true that Woodlief purchased with constructive notice, still if the con- 

tract could not have been specifically enforced against a resisting 
(172) vendor, it is difficult to understand how it can be enforced against 
one who honestly purchased of him. 

It now remains to be determined whether the land in the hands of 
Woodlief can be impressed with any charge growing out of an equitable 
adjustment by way of a return of the purchase-money, as upon rescission. 
Conceding that the registration of the contract, before the act of 1885, 
was constructive notice, and that Woodlief would have been affected 
with notice of any facts which he might have learned upon proper 
inquiry (and this is the proper rule in such cases—Bryan v. Hodges, 
107 N. C., 492), let us inquire what information he had or could have 
acquired at the time of his purchase. He finds Holden, the legal owner, 
in undisturbed possession of the land for two or three years after the 
attempted sale by the sheriff and the departure of Purefoy. He finds 
Holden exercising acts of ownership and selling parts of the property to 
various parties, and thus asserting, by the most unequivocal acts, that 
the contract was abandoned. He would have learned that Purefoy, after 
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controlling the land for three or four years, had left the same and had 
made no claim to it since his departure for another part of the State. 
Here is an actual abandonment of occupancy by the vendee, and the 
reéntry and assertion of unconditional ownership by the vendor. If 
Woodlief had pursued his inquiries further and sought Purefoy, he 
would have been told, if the latter’s own statement is to be believed, that 
although he (Purefoy) had agreed to purchase the land, he had left it 
in 1873, had nothing to do with it since, “and did not intend to have > 
anything more to do with it.” This is the information he would have 
obtained ; and if, upon this statement of Purefoy, he had purchased and 
paid for the land, it cannot, we think, for a moment be douhted that 
Purefoy would have been estopped from asserting any claim against the 
said purchaser. We think that we are well warranted in thus assuming 
that at the time of Woodlief’s purchase there had been no change 

of purpose on the part of Purefoy, as his conduct for years after- (178) 
wards clearly corroborates his declared intention of abandonment, 

and he has offered no testimony whatever to the contrary. The case, 
however, is stronger than this; for, after his purchase, Woodlief entered, 
cleared the land and made valuable improvements. Purefoy is pre- 
sumed to have known of this, and, being aware of the occupancy of 
Woodlief, he makes no objection; and now, after this long period of 
silence and default, he is awakened from his twelve years slumber by 
the wrongful suit of Holden, and, instead of simply defending himself 
against the same, he treats it as a recognition of the contract, and thus, 
between the two—Holden endeavoring to enforce a demand founded 
upon a transaction which he, with the long acquiescence of Purefoy, 
had most unequivocally treated as abandoned, and Purefoy asserting a 
defense based entirely upon such improper demand—this innocent pur- 
chaser for value, who has been misled by the conduct of the said parties, 
is sought to be crushed and destroyed. It 1s very plain that neither 
Holden nor Purefoy could have enforced the contract as against each 
other. This being so, it would be grossly inequitable to permit them to 
revive it, to the prejudice of a meritorious purchaser. “A parol waiver 
or rescission executed by the parties, or followed by change of circum- 
stances rendering it inequitable to enforce the contract, 1s consequently 
a sufficient answer to a bill for specific performance (Lauer v. Lee, 
6 Wright, 165; Bowzer v. Kramer, 6 P. F. Smith, 132) especially, if 
third persons have given value in a well-founded belief that the contract — 
was at anend. Boice v. McCuller, 3 W.&S., 429; Workman v. Guthrie, 
5 Carey, 495; Holt v. Rogers, 8 Peters, 420.” Under the circumstances 
of this case (among which we emphasize the resumption of possession, 
the long delay, and acquiescence of the vendee, as well as his admitted 
intentions), we think it would be grossly inequitable to charge the land 
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(174) in the hands of Woodlief with any claim whatsoever. This con- 
clusion is further supported by the fact that it nowhere appears 
that Holden is insolvent and unable to meet any demand which 
the vendee might have asserted against him, as upon a rescission of the 
contract. Upon a careful perusal of the entire record, we think that the 
judgment of the court should be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Beattie v. R. R., post, 489; Gillis vo. R. B., post, 447; Carter v. 
Rountree, 109 N. C., 81; LPaylor v. Taylor, 112 N, c 30; Wool ». Bond, 
118 N.-C., 2; Whitehead v. Hale, rb., 604; Gorrell v. " Alapaugh, 120 
N.C., 368: erin v. Doss, 125 N. C. 402; Robinett v. Hamby, 132 
N. GC. 356; Avery v. Stewart, 1384 N. C., 993: , May ». Getty, 140 N.C., 
316; Redding »v. Vogt, ib., 568; Hairston v. Rescherer, 141 N. C., 209 : 
Parker v. Ins. Co., 143 N. C., 342; Lewis v. Gay, 151 N. C,, 170; 
Palmer v. Lowder, 167 N. C., 338 Faust v. Rohr, 1b., 361; Thompson v. 
Clapp, 180 N. C.; 248, 


STATE Ex rEL. AUGUSTUS MAGGETT vy. E. E. ROBERTS ET AL. 


Penalty—ZJ oinder of Actions—Jurisdiction—Parties—P leading—Regis- 
ter of Deeds—In Forma Pauperis—Security for Costs. 


1. In an application to prosecute an action in forma pauperis it is not neces- 
sary the affidavit should state that the applicant did not own real estate 
which he might mortgage to secure costs. 


2. An action against a register of deeds to recover the ‘penalties imposed for a 
failure to comply with the provisions of the statute in relation to issuing 
marriage licenses must be prosecuted in the name of the person who sues 
therefor, and not in the name of the State. 


8. Notwithstanding the penalties imposed does not exceed $200 (and if only 
one was sought to be recovered a justice of the peace would have jurisdic- 
tion), a plaintiff may unite several causes of action for several penalties 
against same party, in same complaint, and if the aggregate amount 
thereof exceeds $200 the Superior Court will have jurisdiction. 


4, The penalty given by section 1819, The Code, is as applicable to a failure to 
_ record the license, or its substance, when issued, as to a failure to record 
the return thereof. 


5. In an action to recover the penalty given against registers of deeds for 
issuing marriage license in violation of section 1816, The Code, it is essen- 
tial that the complaint should allege that the register issued the license 
knowingly or withcut reasonable inquiry. 
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Apprat from Womack, J., at J aay Term, 1890, of Norru- (175) 
AMPTON. | 

This action was begun in the Superior Court, in the name of the State 
on the relation of Maggett v. Roberts, the register of deeds of said 
county and his sureties upon his official bond. 

The complaint alleged three several and distinct causes of action, 
to wit, the first cause of action for the penalty of $200 given by The 
Code, sec. 1819, for not recording the substance of the license issued by 
him for the marriage of William Parker and Mary Sykes; the second 
cause of action for the like penalty of $200, under the same section, for 
not recording the substance of the license for the marriage of John 
Harris and Cinda Garner; and the third cause of action for the penalty © 
of $200, under The Code, sec. 1816, for issuing’ license for the marriage _ 
of Roxana Lassiter.to Henry Futrell without the consent of her mother, 
the said Roxana being under the age of 18 years and residing with her 
mother, her father being unknown. The relator, upon proper affidavit 
and certificate, was allowed to sue in forma pauperis. 

The dafendant demurred and assigned as grounds of the demurrer: 

1. That the action was improperly brought in the name of the State. 

2. That there was a misjoinder of causes of action, in that three penal- 
ties concerning three different causes of action are sued for in one action. 

3. For that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action, in that it fails to allege that a return was made on the 
marriage license alleged to have been issued for the marriage of William — 
Parker and Mary Sykes, and of John Harris and Cinda Garner, to the 
defendant Roberts during his term of office, or when any such return 
was made, and fails to state that any return of either of said mar- 
riage licenses was ever made to the defendant Roberts whilst he (176) 
was register of deeds, and that it fails to allege that the defendant 
Roberts knew or had ‘reasonable grounds to know that there was any 
impediment in the way of the marriage of Henry Futrell and Roxana 
Lassiter, or that he knew or had reason to know that Roxana was under 
18 years of age, or that the said Roberts failed to use due diligence to 
ascertain the age of the said Roxana; for that it appears on the face of 
the complaint that the marriage of the two couples first above men- 
tioned took place after the expiration of the term of office of the defend- 
ant Roberts. 

4, That the action was ; improperly brought upon the official bond of 
the register. » 

The court sustained the last-named ground of demurrer and overruled 
the others. 7 

The plaintiff was thereupon allowed by the court to amend by striking 
out the State as a party, and by striking out all reference to the official 
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bond in the complaint, and by entering a nol. pros. as to the sureties: 
To this order the defendant excepted. 

The defendant moved that the plaintiff be required to give a prosecu- 
tion bond. This the court declined, and defendant excepted. From the 
judgment upon the hearing of the demurrer, the refusal to require 
prosecution bond, and the order permitting elute amendments, all 
of the defendants appealed to the Supreme Court. 


R. B. Peebles for plaunteff. 
B. 8. Gay for defendants. 


Crark, J. The amendment rested in the discretion of the trial judge, 
and is not reviewable. Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 3847. In that case 
the same amendments as in the present case were allowed to be 
(177) made, and after verdict. The Court say: “If the action had 
been originally begun and prosecuted against the sheriff idi- 
vidually, and not against him and the sureties on his official bond, it is 
obvious that the defense would have been the same, and the same issues 
would have arisen. The nature of the action has not been so changed 
as to surprise the defendant by making it necessary to establish any fact 
not already material under the issues submitted to the jury. The judge 
could, in his discretion, refuse the motion to amend, or grant 1t with or 
without terms. The Code, secs. 272, 273; Carpenter v. Huffsteller, 87 
N. C., 273; Reynolds v. Smathers, 87 N. C., 24.” 

The exception to the refusal to require the plaintiff to give a prosecu- 
tion bond is based upon the ground that’ fhe affidavit upon which leave 
to sue in forma pauperis was granted did not allege that the plaintiff 
did not have real estate which he could mortgage to secure the costs. 
The affidavit is in the form required by the statute (The Code, sec. 210), 
and it does not exact such allegation. 

The first ground of demurrer was improperly overruled (Norman v. 
Dunbar, 53 N. C., 319; Middleton v. BR. R., 95 N. C., 167), but the error 
is cured by the subsequent amendment. 

The second ground of demurrer was properly overruled. The Code, 
sec. 267 (2), allows the joinder of such causes of action. And, although 
by the amendment the action is no longer for the penalty of the bond, 
but is for three separate penalties, as to which, if brought separately, a 
magistrate would have jurisdiction, the action being ex contractu (Kat- 
zenstein v. R. R., 84 N. C., 688), still, as the statute allows them to be 
united in the same action, and the aggregated sum demanded is $600, the 
Superior Court has jurisdiction. Moore v. Nowell, 94 N. C., 265; Estee 
Code Pleadings, sec. 1609. 
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The third ground of demurrer was also properly overruled, as to the 
first and second causes of action. The penalty given by section 
1819 is in the alternative, either for the failure to record the (178) 
substance of the license issued or for failure to record the sub- 
stance of the return. The plaintiff sues for the first, and no allegation 
as to the failure to record the return is necessary, nor was it material 
that the marriages authorized by the licenses were not celebrated till 
after the expiration of the defendant’s term of office. The demurrer, 
however, should have been sustained as to the third cause of action, in 
that the complaint fails to allege that the defendant issued the license to 
a person under 18 years of age “knowingly or without reasonable 
inquiry.” . This is essential, under provisions of The Code, sec. 1816, to 
constitute the third cause of action. Bowles v. Cochran, 93 N. C., 398. 
And in failing to sustain the demurrer in that Bo there was 

Error. 3 


Cited: Bray v. Creekmore, 109 N. C., 51; Walker v. Adams, ib., 483; 
Martin v. Goode, 111 N. C., 289; Joyner v. Roberts, 112 N. C., 114; 
Maggett v. Roberts, 1b., 71, 15; Forte v. Boone, 114 N. C., 177; Burrell 
‘v. Hughes, 116 N. C., 487; Sutton v. Phillips, ib., 506; Tillery v. Cand- 
ler, 118 N. C., 889; Carter v. R. R., 126 N. C., 448, 444; Sloan v. R. R., 
vb., 490; R. R. v. Hardware Co., 135 N. C., TT: Laney v. Mackey, 144 
N.C.,, 632. 


JAMES JONES er at. v. SAMUEL HOGGARD er at. 


Descent—Husband and Wife—Statute. 


A man and woman, both slaves, cohabited as husband and wife for several 
years, but separated prior to emancipation. Several children were born 
while this relation existed. After the separation the woman entered into 
a similar relation with another slave, which continued until after the end 
of the war, when the parties duly acknowledged and had recorded the fact 
of cohabitation, as provided by chapter 40, Laws 1865-6. Two children 
were born of this union before 1866, one of whom died after his parents, 
unmarried and intestate. The father died in 1878 seized of lands, and the 
mother in 1876, also seized of other lands: Held, (1) that by virtue of the 
act of 1866 the children of the last union were legitimate and inherited 
the lands of which their father died seized; (2) that they also inherited 
the lands of which their mother died seized, to the exclusion of her chil- 
dren born of the first union; (8) upon the death of one of the legitimate 
children his estate descended to the other as his next collateral relation; 
(4) the statute 1879 (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 18) operated only pros- 
pectively and could not divest any estate theretofore acquired. Tucker v. 
Bellamy, 98 N. C., 88, approved. 
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(179)  <Acrion to recover land, tried at May Term, 1890, of Bertix, 
| before Armfield, J. 

The facts agreed upon were as follows: 

1. Some years prior to the war, Stephen Ruffin and Sylvia Ruffin, a 
slave man and woman, cohabited together as man and wife, and the 
plaintiffs Martha and Kate Jones, Edmund and Stephen Pugh, and 
Lucy Watson, and the defendant Margaret Sanderlin, were born during 
the cohabitation; and after the birth of the youngest of these children 
the cohabitation ceased by the voluntary moving away of one of the par- 
ties, and was never resumed. 

9. After said separation, and prior to the war, the said Sylvia con- 
tracted the relation of man and wife with one Alonzo Hoggard, a slave 
man, and this relation continued until the death of Alonzo Hoggard, Sr., 
in 187 3. Of this cohabitation, and before 1866, two children were born— 
Samuel S. Hoggard, -one of the defendants, and Alonzo Hoggard, Jr. Fo, 
who died before the commencement of this action. 

3. Immediately after the passage of the act of 10 March, 1866, ch. 
40, “Alonzo Hoggard, Sr., and Sylvia, in strict compliance with the act, 
and being then persons within its meaning, made all of the acknowledg- 
ments required by the act, and went before the officer therein designated 
and acknowledged the fact of this cohabitation and the time of 1ts com- 
-mencement, which was recorded in a book kept for that purpose.” 

4, Alonzo, senior, died in 1873 seized and possessed of the property 
mentioned and eavine Samuel S. Hoggard and Alonzo, junior, his only 
heirs at law. 

5, Sylvia Hoggard died in-1876 seized and possessed of the Bryan 
warehouse and leaving surviving her children born of Stephen Ruffin, 
and Samuel H. Hoggard and Alonzo, junior, children of Alonzo, senior. 

6. Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., died cance without issue, and intestate. 
No date is given. 

7. Samuel §. Hoggard ae been for ten years in the sole and 
(180) exclusive possession of both lots, and refuses to allow the plaintiff 
to occupy or enjoy any part of the same. 

Upon these facts the plaintiffs ask to be let into possession as cotenants 
in common with the defendants, which defendant Samuel S. Hoggard 
resists, claiming sole seizin in himself of said lots. | 

The court, being of opinion that the plaintiffs were not entitled to 
share in the estate of Alonzo Hoggard, Sr., nor of Sylvia Hoggard, so 
adjudged, and the plaintitis appealed; but being of opinion that they 
were entitled to share in the estate of Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., so adjudged, 
and the defendants appealed. 


R. B. Peebles for plaintiffs. 


F. D. Winston for defendants. 
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PLAINTIFFS’ APPEAL 


Crark, J. Alonzo Hoggard, Sr., and Sylvia came within the pro- 
visions of chapter 40, Acts 1866, as they were then cohabiting together 
as man and wife, and continued to do so after the passage of the act. 
Their children, Samuel S: Hoggard and Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., were 
legitimate by virtue of that statute, and could inherit from their parents 
and from one another. S.v. Harris, 683 N. C., 1; 8. v. Adams, 65 N. C., 
537; S. v. Whitford, 86 N. C., 636; Long v. Barnes, 87 N. C., 329. | 

When Alonzo Hoggard, Sr., died, in 1878, his real estate descended to 
them, as did also the real estate of Sylvia when she died, in 1876. At 
that date they were her sole legitimate children. The inheritance then : 
vested in them could not be divested by the subsequent act of 1879 (now 
The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 13). The contention of the plaintiffs that the 
act of 1879 was retroactive and entitled them to share in their 
mother’s estate was properly overruled. The act could be pros- (181) 
pective and “operative in the future only.” Woodard v. Blue, 

103 N. C., 109. : | . 
aa DEFENDANTS’ APPEAL. | 


Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., having died intestate and without lineal descend- 
ants, the real estate inherited by him from his father descended to his 
brother, Samuel S. Hoggard, who was his next collateral relation capable 
of inheriting, of the blood of his father. The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 4; 
Bell v. Dozier, 12 N. C., 333; McMichael v. Moore, 56 N. ©., 471. As 
to the real. estate descended to said Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., from his 
mother, if his death occurred prior to the act of 1879 (The Code, sec. 
1281, Rule 13), the plaintiffs were then still illegitimate, and, being 
incapable of inheriting collaterally (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 9), the 
estate passed solely to the defendant Samuel S. Hoggard. The burden 
was on the plaintiffs to show that the death of Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., 
took place subsequent to the act of 1879. The complaint alleges his 
death in 1882. This is denied in the answer. The “facts agreed” are 
silent on this point, except what may be inferred from the statement that 
the defendant Samuel 8. Hoggard, when the case agreed was signed (in 
1890) had been in possession of all the real estate left by Alonzo Hog- 
gard, Jr., for ten years. Conceding, however, for the argument, that © 
Alonzo Hoggard, Jr., died since the act of 1879, it does not support the 
plaintiffs’ contention. That act (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 13) pro- 
vides: “The children of colored parents, born any time prior. to 1 Janu- 
ary, 1868, of persons living together as man and wife, are hereby de- 
clared legitimate children of such parents, or either one of them, with all 
the rights of heirs at law and next of kin, with respect to the estate or 


127 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
ROUSE v. BOWERS 


estates of any such parents or either one of them.” The right of inherit- 
ing thus conferred “does not extend beyond parents and children | 

(182) and the estates of such parents” (J'ucker v. Bellamy 98 N. C., 
33), and the parents’ inheritance cast upon the defendant and his 

brother could not be divested by the subsequent act. Upon the facts 

agreed, the plaintifis and the defendant Margaret Sanderlin were 

entitled to share in no part of the estate of their mother, Sylvia, nor in 

the estate of Alonzo Hoggard, Jr. 

Error. 


Cited: Tucker v. Tucker, post, 238; 8. v. Melton, 120 N. C., 595; 
Bettis v. Avery, 140 N. ©., 187; Love v. Love, 179 N. C., 118. 


WILLIAM C. ROUSE et at. v. JOHN C. BOWERS anp B. J. ARENDELL. 


Assignment—F raud—N otice—Trustees and Assignees—Judgment. 


1. To avoid an assignment for fraud, it is not necessary that the assignee 
should have participated in or had knowledge of the fraudulent purposes 
of the assignors. 


2. Agnienees and trustees, acting in good faith under a conveyance afterwards 
declared fraudulent and void by judicial decree, will be protected from 
liability. It is erroneous to enter personal judgment against them upon a _ 
verdict establishing the fraudulent intent of their vendors. . 


Appray from Womack, J., at June Term, 1890, of Durnam. 
The defendants tendered the following issues: 
1. Was the deed of assignment mentioned in the complaint made with 
intent to hinder, delay and defraud the creditors of Bowers & Arendell? 
2. Did the defendant B. W. Matthews have knowledge at the time of 
any such intent? 
3. What was the value of the property assigned? - 
His Honor submitted the third issue as tendered by the defendants, 
and declined to submit the first and second issues so tendered, 
(183) and the defendants excepted to the refusal to submit the issues 
tendered by them, and also to the issue submitted by the court, 
which was: 
“Was the deed of assignment of Bowers & Arendell, mentioned in the 
complaint, made with the intention to hinder, delay or defraud the 
creditors of Bowers & Arendell?”’ | 
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His Honor charged the jury that if they should find that the deed 
was made with a fraudulent intent, it being a voluntary conveyance for 
the alleged benefit of creditors, it was immaterial whether the defendant 
Matthews knew of or participated in the fraudulent intent; to which 
charge the defendants excepted. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiffs, and the plaintiffs tendered the 
judgment set out in the record, to which the defendant Matthews ob- 
jected, because the word “trustee” was omitted after the name of B. W. 
Matthews in the judgment, and that the judgment should be against him 
as trustee and not against him personally. The judgment was signed by 
the court, and the defendants excepted. | 

From judgment rendered the defendants appealed. 


J.S. Manning and W. W. Fuller for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Graham and June Parker for defendants. 


Sueruerp, J. The disjunctive form of the first issue may be open to 
criticism, but as the charge of his Honor made the presence of a fraudu- 
lent intent a prerequisite to an affirmative finding, we cannot see’ how 
the defendants were prejudiced. The exceptions in this respect must | 
therefore be overruled. Neither do we find any error in the refusal of 
the court to ‘submit the second issue tendered by the defendants, as it is 
immaterial, in a case like this, whether the assignee knew of or partici- 
pated in the fraudulent intent of the assignors. This is well established 
by the case of Woodruff v. Bowles, 104 N. C., 198, in which the subject 
is elaborately considered in the opinion of Mr. Justece Avery. 

The same authority also sustains the charge of the court upon 
the question of intent. We have very carefully considered the (184) 
other exceptions taken during the course of the trial, and as they 
involve but the plain application of well-established principles, it will 
be sufficient to say that we are of the opinion that they are without 
merit and should be overruled. We think, however, that there was error 
in the judgment as to the defendant Matthews. This defendant occupied 
the position of trustee, and there is no finding that he knew of the 
fraudulent purpose of his assignor. Indeed, the issue presented by him, 
involving this very question, was rejected at the instance of thetplain- 
tiffs. All that appears is the value of the property and the admission of 
said defendant that he took it in charge under the terms of the trust. 
We do not understand how a personal judgment could have been ren- 
dered upon these facts alone. For aught that we know, the stock of 
goods may have been honestly sold under the terms of the trust for less 
‘than its value at the time of the assignment, and the assignee may have 
exhausted the proceeds in the payment of the debts and charges as 
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directed in the deed of assignment. Now, if all this was done before the 
commencement of this action, or before notice of the fraud, the assignee | 
would have been protected; yet a personal judgment for the whole 
amount due the plaintiffs was rendered without any inquiry in respect 
to these important particulars. The views which we have indicated are 
supported by Burwell in his work on Assignments, 461. He says: “It is 
a further and important rule under this head that assignees and trustees, 
acting in good faith under an assignment or other instrument which is 
afterwards declared void by judicial decree, will be protected from lia- 
bility, and their acts under such instrument will be ratified and con- 
firmed. Thus, in New York it has been repeatedly held that assignees 
acting under a fraudulent assignment will not be held accountable for 

proceeds of the assigned property which they have actually paid 
(185) over to bona fide creditors of the assignors, in pursuance of the 

assignment, before any other creditors have obtained a lien.” 
For the above reasons, the judgment should be set aside and further 
proceedings be had looking to an adjustment of the rights of the parties. 

Judgment modified. 


Cited: S.c., 111 N. C., 368. 


er 


W. P. COLE vy. JOHN LAWS. 
Register of Deeds—Marriage—P enalty—Deputy. | 


A register of deeds cannot delegate to another the duty of making the required 
reasonable inquiry into the legal competency to marry of persons applying 
for a license. 


Action tried at March Term, 1890, of Oranez, Armfield, J., to 
recover the penalty for illegally issuing a marriage license. 

Only so much of the testimony as relates to the point decided is re- 
ported. See same case, 104 N. C., 651. 

The plaintiff introduced the marriage license, which was in the usual 
form, and testified: “Mollie Cole is my daughter. She lacked ten days 
of being 15 years old when she was married. I never consented to the 
marriage, in writing or otherwise. She has always lived with me.” | 

Plaintiff rested, and defendant testified: “I am register of deeds and 
have been forty to forty-five years. Merritt Cheek was my deputy at 
Chapel Hill, 12 miles from Hillsboro.- Cheek was a special deputy to 
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issue marriage license, and for no other purpose. He was a justice of 
the peace. When I appointed him, and several times afterwards, I gave 
him particular instructions and called his attention to the law, 
and instructed him to issue no license without complying with the (186) 
law as to inquiry. I signed the license in blank and gave it to 
him with a number of others signed in blank. It is filled up in his 
handwriting, and it is his name and handwriting signed to the certificate 
of marriage. My instructions were as to all licenses, and not as to this 
one specially. I was-not present when this one was filled up, and did 
not know of it until after the marriage. Cheek performed no other 
duties than to issue license.” 

From the judgment rendered on a verdict for the plaintiff the defend- 
ant appealed. 


John Manning for plaintiff. 
John W. Graham and A. W. Graham for defendant. 


SuepuerD, J. The defendant is the Register of Deeds of Orange 
County, and as such is charged with the very important duty of issuing 
marriage licenses. It is to be assumed that he was elected to the said 
office in view of his intelligence, discretion and general fitness for the 
position, and as to the discharge of the particular duty in question. 
The public have a right to require of him the active exercise of these 
qualities. The law provides that he shall make reasonable inquiry as to 
the age of persons desiring a license to marry, and that if, without such 
reasonable inquiry, he issues such license without the consent of the 
father, etc., where either of the persons is under the age of 18, he shall 
“forfeit and pay $200 to any person who-shall sue for the same.” The 
Code, sec. 1816. Did the defendant make such reasonable inquiry in the 
present case? According to his own testimony, he made no inquiry 
whatever, and the license was issued by another person, who, as “special 
deputy to issue marriage licenses,” and who resided 12 miles from the 
county-seat, was authorized to fill up blank licenses signed by the defend- 
ant and issue the same. Surely this is not a performance of the 
duty which the law imposes upon him, and we are clearly of the (187) 
opinion that upon these facts he has incurred the penalty sued 
for. This being our view of the law, the exception addressed to. the 
ruling of his Honor on the question as to whether the “special deputy” 
made reasonable inquiry becomes immaterial, and if there was error it — 
would be harmless, and therefore not a ground for a new trial. 

Affirmed. | | 


| Cited: Maggett v. Roberts, 112 N. C., 78. 
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JOHN H. BOON y. J. S. MORPHY. 


Trial—J udge’s Charge-—Exceptions—N egligence—Physicians—M al- 
practice. 


~~ 


1. The judge is not bound to recapitulate all the evidence in his charge to the 
jury ; it is sufficient for him to direct the attention of the jury to the prin- 
cipal questions they have to try, and explain the law applicable thereto. 


2. If a party desires the entire testimony, or any specific part thereof, re- 
capitulated to the jury, he should make the request in apt time and before 
verdict. 


3. An appellant may assign error for misdirection to the jury, for the first 
time, in the preparation of his case on appeal. . 


4, In an action against a physician for malpractice, the court charged the jury 
that “ordinary skill” was the skill which a surgeon would, under the cir- 
cumstances of the case, reasonably use in treating the case, and left the 
facts to the jury: Held, that the failure to give more explicit instructions, 
in the absence of a prayer to that effect, was not such error as would war- 
rant a new trial. 


Action for damages for alleged malpractice of defendant (a physi- 
cian), tried before MacRae, J., at September Term, 1890, of ALAMANCE. 
There was no exception to the testimony and no request for 
(188) ‘specific instructions. The presiding judge did not repeat the 
| testimony, nor did he recapitulate it further than will appear by 
the charge, nor was there any request that the judge should recapitulate 
the evidence, either before the charge was read to the jury or after- - 
wards. The court charged as follows: 

“This action is brought for the purpose of recovering damages for the 
alleged negligence or unskillful treatment of the plaintiff by defendant. 
It is admitted, or proven, that the defendant is a physician and surgeon ; 
that he was called to attend the plaintiff; that he did attend him for 
some time; that another physician was called in, and then others, and 
finally they amputated his leg. His contention is that the necessity 
for this amputation arose by reason of improper and unskillful treat- 
ment of him by the defendant and by the neglect of defendant to attend 
his patient when it was necessary for him to do so. And the testimony 
offered by the plaintiff is for the purpose of satisfying you that the 
defendant did not use ordinary skill—the skill which a surgeon would, 
under the circumstances of the case, reasonably use in treating the case 
—and that after undertaking the plaintiff’s case he did not visit him as 
often as he ought to have done, and finally that he abandoned the case, 
and the result was that while it was a case that ought to have been cured 
by reasonable attention, yet by reason of the want of skill in ascertain- 
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ing the cause of the plaintifi’s suffering, in the first instance, and by 
neglect to pay that attention to the case which it required, the necessity 
for amputation arose. 

“On the other hand, the testimony offered by the defendant is for the 
_purpose of satisfying you that when he was called in he made careful 
examination of the parts afflicted and obtained all the information he 
could from the plaintiff and his wife; that he applied the proper reme- 
dies to the parts, and prescribed the proper medicine and treat- 
ment; that he did all that appeared to be reasonably necessary to (189) 
be done, and gave all proper directions for the nurse, and that, — 
although he was told that he need not come again unless he was sent for, 
he continued his visits until he deemed it unnecessary to give further 
personal attention to the patient; that the process of healing was going 
on favorably; that the trouble seemed originally to arise from a burn, 
and that he was so informed, and that the affection of the knee arose 
from necrosis, caused by the vicious state of plaintiff’s constitution, and 
not from any accident to the knee, as described by the plaintiffi—some- 
thing which neither his skill nor attention could have seen or averted 
while he was attending the case. Now, the question for you is, whether 
there was an accidental fall against the door and fracture of the knee- 
pan, whether there was a burn by long exposure to the heat of the stove | 
while the plaintiff was in a drunken condition, or whether there was a 
disease of the bone, or death of the bone arising from the plaintifi’s 
habits of living, or whether all or either of these causes combined to 
affect the plaintiff. Did the defendant, when he was called in and took 
charge of plaintifi’s case, use the ordinary skill of a surgeon and physi- 
clan in managing the case, or did he fail to use reasonable care in the 
discharge of his duty, or did he neglect to visit the plaintiff as often or | 
as long as he reasonably ought to have done, and was it by reason of such 
failure to use ordinary skill and neglect to attend to the case, or from 
other cause, that the necessity for the amputation, if there was a neces- 
sity, arose? The burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. He must satisfy 
you, by a preponderance of evidence, of the truth of his charge. If he 
_has done so, you should respond in the affirmative; if not, in the nega- 
tive. If you have found that the plaintiff was not injured by the un- 
skillful treatment or negligence of defendant, or if you have not been 
satisfied of the fact, your response shall be ‘No,’ and you need not trouble 
yourself about the second issue. But if you respond to the first 
issue /Yes’—if you find that the plaintiff was injured by the (190) 
unskillful treatment or negligence of defendant, you will proceed to 
ascertain and say what is the amount of his damages. You may consider 
his physical suffering, his mental anguish, if there were such suffering 
and anguish; his actual expense, his present inability to provide for 
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himself and his family, as compared with his ability before his leg was 
amputated to make these provisions; and you will put these things 
together and estimate the damage—reasonable compensation for these 
things, not exemplary damages, or smart money.” 

Verdict for plaintiff. . 

‘Defendant excepted, after verdict, to the charge of his Honor and as- 
- signed as error— 

1. For that his Honor did not, in charging the jury, state in a plain 
and correct manner, or at all, the evidence given in the case and declare 
and explain the law arising thereon. 

2. For that his Honor failed to charge the jury as to what constitutes 
ordinary skill and ordinary care and diligence on the part of a physician 
and surgeon, and to state in an orderly manner the contention and evi- 
dence of the plaintiff, and the law arising upon the same with respect 
thereto, and to state in an orderly manner the contention and evidence | 
of the defendant, and the law arising upon the same in respect thereto. 

Judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


John W. Graham for plaintiff. 
J. A. Long for defendant. 


Ciark, J., after stating the case: As to the exception that the judge 
did not repeat the testimony nor recapitulate it beyond the summary 
of it which appears in the charge, the precedents are ample that this is 
| not error, unless the appellant had requested the recital in full of 
(191) the testimony or of such parts as he deemed material, and which 
had been omitted by the court. The law is so stated by Taylor, 
OC. J.,in 8S. v. Morris, 10 N. C., 388, and approved by Henderson, C.d., 
and Ruffin, J.,in S. v. Lipsey, 14 N. C., 486, where it is again held “the 
judge is not bound to charge on all the facts, that being a matter left 
to his discretion.” In 8. v. Haney, 19 N. C., 390, it is held by Gaston, 
J., citing S. v. Inpsey, that the “judge is et hound to recapitulate all 
the evidence to the jury; it is sufficient for him to direct their attention 
to the principal questions which they have to investigate and to explain 
the law. applicable to the case, and this particularly when he is not 
called upon by counsel to give a more full charge.” The construction © 
placed by these eminent judges upon the act of 1796 (now The Code, 
sec. 413) has been recognized and followed by numerous cases. The jury 
being the judges of the facts, the object of the recapitulation is to so 
place the facts before the jury that the judge can “declare and explain 
the law arising thereon,” which is his province. When the facts are 
simple, or the judge “directs the attention of the jury to the principal 
questions they have to investigate,” as here, by stating the respective 
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contentions of the parties, the failure to recapitulate the evidence 1s not 
error. If either party wishes fuller instructions, he should ask for them, 
and if any material evidence is omitted he should call it to the attention 
of the court. To permit a party to ask for a new trial because of an 
omission of the judge to recite all the details of prolix testimony, or for 
an omission to charge in every possible aspect of the case, would tend not 
so much to make a trial a full and fair determination of the controversy 
as a contest of ingenuity between counsel. The proper course is for coun- 
sel to ask, before the charge, for instructions on the points of law he deems 
material, and to direct the attention of the judge, after hearing the 
charge, to any omission of important evidence which he may have 
made. The appellant should present his views on these matters (192) 
in apt and proper time and not “speculate upon the verdict.” If. 
he is silent when he should speak, he ought not to be heard when he 
should be silent. It is too late certainly after verdict to raise the objec- 
tion that the judge did not charge upon a particular aspect of the case. 
Morgan v. Lewis, 95 N. C., 296; King v. Blackwell, 96 N. C., 322; 
Willey v. BR. R., 96 N. C., "408, ad cases there cited; or re to 
recapitulate any part of the Sr idenee: S.v. Grady, 83 N. C., 648, and. 
cases cited; S. v. Reynolds, 87 N. C., 544. Nor do we think the indge 
failed to deslane and explain the law applicable to the evidence. If it 
was not as full as the appellant desired, it was his own fault that he 
- did not, in apt time, ask for special instructions. S.v. Bailey, 100 N. C., 
528, and cases there cited. 7 

The second exception embraces the two different grounds, first, be- 
cause the court did not charge the jury “as to what constitutes ordinary 
skill and ordinary care and diligence on the part of a physician and 
surgeon.” The case of Woodward v. Hancock, 52 N. C., 384, relied on 
by the appellant, is not in point, because, in the present case, the judge 
did not, as in that case, leave it to the jury to determine what was 
“ordinary skill,” but told them it was “the skill which a surgeon would, 
under the circumstances of the case, reasonably use in treating the case,” 
and left the facts only as to what was done by the physician, to the jury. 

Besides, the authorities already cited are to the effect that, if fuller 
instructions on this point could have been given and would have been 
beneficial to the appellant, it was his duty to have presented his views 
in the form of a prayer for instructions, embodying the rule of law 
which he deemed applicable. Failing to do so, he cannot be heard to 
complain after verdict: Morgan v. Smith, T7 N. C., 38. 

A misinstruction, or misdirection in the charge, however, can be speci- 
fied and excepted to for the first time by appellant when stating his 
case on appeal. The Code, sec. 412 (3); Lowe v. Elliott, 107 


N. C., 718. "a | (193) 
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The latter part of this exception, that the court “did not state in an 
orderly manner the contention and evidence of the defendant and the law 
arising thereon,’ we think is without merit. We find nothing in the 
charge of which the appellant can complain. We learn from the argu- 
ment that this exception was based upon what was said in S. v. Boyle, 
104 N. C., 800. But in that case there was a specific prayer for instruc- 
tion, wick is absent here, and this difference has already been pointed 
out in 8. v. Pritchett, 106 N. C., 667, and S. v. Brady, 107 N. C., 822. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Posey v. Patton, 109 N. C., 457; Emry v. &. B., 1b., 599, 602; 
Lewis v. Foard, 112 N. C., 403; S. vo. Jackson, 1b., 854; S. v. Ussery, 
118 N. C., 1180; Nelson v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C., 306; Patterson v. Mills, 
121 N. C., 269; McCracken v. Smathers, 122 N. C., 805; 8S. v. Kinsauls, 
126 N. C., 1097; Summons v. Davenport, 140 N. C., 411; Pardon v. Pas- 
chal, 142 N. C., 5389; Baker v. BR. R., 144 N. C., 41; 8. v. Yellowday, 
152 N. ©., 797; Long v. Austin, 158 N. C., 512; Smith v. Tel. Co., 167 
N. C., 256; Webb v. Rosemond, 172 N. C., 851; 8S. v. Cline, 179 N. C., 
705, 706, 707; S. v. Willoughby, 180 N. C., 677. 


WRIGHT WHITMAN anp wire v. SALLY ANN SHINGLETON. 


Deed—Delivery—Evidence—Presumption. 


1. The fact that a deed was in possession of the grantee, accompanied by proof 
that it was signed by the grantor, is evidence from which the jury may 
presume a delivery. 


2. The presumption of delivery arising from possession of the deed by the 
grantee may be rebutted by proof that such possession was obtained with- 
out the consent or contrary to the intention of the grantor. 


AppraL at November Term, 1890, of Dupin, from Brown, J. 
The opinion contains a statement of the material facts. 


H. k. Kornegay for plaintiff. 
W. R. Allen for defendant. 


(194) SHEPHERD, J. His Honor instructed the jury that there was 
no evidence from which they could infer a delivery of the deed 
from Gregory Price to the defendant, and this is the sole question pre- 


sented for review. 
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It was in evidence that, some time after the death of the grantor, the 
defendant, the grantee, was in possession of the deed, and left it with 
the witness Smith to have it recorded. The deed was lost or misplaced 
‘by the said witness, but its contents were proved. IJt was in the usual 
form, and conveyed the land in question to the defendant in fee, and 
“it was specified in it,” says a witness, “that she was to take care of him 
(the grantor) the remainder of his life, and then give him a Christian 
burial.” It was also in evidence that these conditions were fully per- 
formed by the defendant. The deed was witnessed by J. F. Maxwell 
and John Maxwell, the last named being now dead. The former testi- 
fied simply that he witnessed the instrument, and there' was no testimony 
of any other circumstances attending its execution. “The delivery of a 
deed is a question of fact. The law has prescribed no particular form 
in which it shall be made. When the question rests upon the attend- 
ant circumstances and the intention of the parties, the fact of their 
existence and their effect are peculiarly within the province of the jury. 
It is error, then, for a judge to tell the jury that there is no evidence 
cf a delivery, when any circumstances are proved from which it may be 
inferred; no matter how slight or inconclusive they may be, the party 
relying upon them has a right to have them submitted to a jury.” Floyd 
v. Taylor, 34 N. C., 47. | 

The deed in question was in possession of the grantee, and such pos- 
session, with proof of the signing by the grantor, is evidence from which 
the jury may presume a delivery. Springs v. Williams, 29 N. C., 384; 
Blume v. Bowman, 24 N. C., 338; Devereux v. McMahon, ante, 184. 
The law is laid down in. Tiedeman on Real Property (813), as 
follows: “If the deed is found in the possession of the grantee, (195) 
a delivery and acceptance are presumed. But, like other legal 
presumptions, it is liable to be rebutted by proof that the possession of it 
was obtained without the intention of the grantor to make a delivery, 
or without his consent, and parol evidence is admissible to establish this 
fact.” This is supported by abundant authority. 

In Clayton v. Inverman, 20 N. C., 379, cited by counsel, the cireum- 
stances attending the execution were fully disclosed, and these not con- — 
stituting a delivery, or, at least, leaving it in doubt, it was held that the 
presumption raised by the mere production of the deed by the grantee 
after the death of the makers, was rebutted because it appeared that he 
lived with the makers, was their manager and agent until their deaths, 
and then took possession of all of their property and effects. | 

There is no such explanation of the possession in this case as will 
warrant us in holding that the presumption is rebutted, and that there 
is no evidence to go to the jury. We have only the fact that the de- 
fendant was living with the grantor, and there is nothing to show that 
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she exercised any control over his business, or took charge of any of 
his effects after his death. Doubtless his Honor was under the impres- 
sion that there should have been distinct and affirmative evidence of | 
delivery at the time of the signing of the deed. The subscribing witness 
was silent as to this, but, conceding that the deed was not delivered at 
that time, it could, nevertheless, have been delivered subsequently (Clay- 
ton v. aeons: supra), and without the presence of the SBpRC UIE 
witnesses. Gaskill v. King, 34 N. C., 211. 

The fact that the deed was in ey aeeeaiea of the grantor several years 
afterwards at the trial before the justice of the peace, is not Inconsistent 
with a previous delivery. He may have retained it in his possession 

after the delivery (Smith on Contracts, 56, Notes), or he may 
(196) have obtained it of the grantee for the purposes of that particu- 

lar occasion. Indeed, the fact that he put 1t in evidence on the 
trial of himself and the grantee for fornication and adultery, was a 
circumstance to be considered in favor of delivery, as his apparent object 
was to show that he was living with the ‘grantee not unlawfully, but 
under the condition of the deed, to the effect that she was to support him. 

Considering the whole testimony, we think there was evidence of de- 
livery, and that it should have been passed upon by the jury. 

Error. 


Cited: Herndon v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 284; Perkins v. Thompson, | 
123 N. C., 178; Tarlton v. Griggs, 181 N. C., 221. 


STATE ex REL. STACY VAN AMRINGE vy. JOHN D. TAYLOR. 


Election—Ofiicer de facto. 


"1. It is essential to the validity of an election that it shall be held under some 
proper ees and conducted substantially in the manner prescribed 
by law. 


2. To constitute an einer de facto it is requisite that there be some colorable 
election or appointment to, and induction into, the office. 


3. One who usurps an office may act for such a length of time or under such 
circumstances as to raise a presumption of his right to act, in which event 
his acts are valid as to the public and third Persons: 
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4, Where it appeared that a duly appointed registrar of voters appointed a 
clerk to assist him, but who fraudulently got possession of the registration 
books and refused to surrender them, and proceeded, in defiance of the 

demands and protest of the registrar, to appoint judges of election, open — 
polls, receive, canvass and make returns: Held, that the clerk was a mere 
usurper, and the election was void. 


AcTIon, tried at J anuary Term, 1890, of New Bawovan: before 
Mclver, J. 

The relator alleges in his complaint that he was duly elected 
clerk of the Superior Court of the county of New Hanover at (197) 
the regular election held in that county in November of 1890; 
that, nevertheless, the county canvassing board of that county falsely 
and “wrongfully ascertaiaed and declared that the defendant, who was 
his competitor at the said election, was duly elected to said wae: and 
afterwards he was inducted into sad now holds and exercises and re- 
ceives the fees and emoluments thereof, and refuses to surrender the 
same, etc.; that the said board so ascertained by refusing to count the 
vote cast at Cape Fear precinct in said county, which, if the same had 
been counted, as it ought to have been, would have given him a just 
_and clear majority of the whole number of votes cast in said county, etc. 
He demands judgment that he was so duly elected, that defendant was 
not, that he be inducted into office, ete. 

Lhe defendant denies that plaintiff was so elected clerk; alleges that 
he was; admits that if the vote which purported to be cast at the said 
Cape Fear precinct had been lawful and had been counted by the said 
canvassing board, then the relator would have been elected; but he 
alleges that the said election at said precinct was absolutely gold, because 
it was not held by a registrar and judges of election according to law, ete. 

On the trial the court submitted to the jury this issue: “Was the plain- 
tiff relator, S. Van Amringe, duly elected to the office of clerk of the 
Superior Court of New Hanover County on the 4th day of November, 
1890, and is he entitled to be inducted into said office?” 

There was a verdict and judgment for the defendant, and the relator 
appealed to this Court, assigning as grounds of error—_ 

2. ‘The refusal of the court to submit issues offered by the relator. 

4, Charging that if Thomas obtained the registration books 
fraudulently, under promise to return them, and assumed to act (198) 
as registrar, he was an intruder and had no authority, and could 
perform no lawful official act, and in consequence the election held by 
him and his appointees was void. 

5. In charging that if they found that Cowan continued to act as 
registrar and employed Thomas, a clerk, to assist him, and that Thomas 
while sustaining this relation ‘fr audulently obtained, etc., as set out 
in above section No. 4. ° 
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D. L. Russell for plaintiff. 
George Rountree and M. Bellamy for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. The ascertainment of the popular will or desire 
of the electors under the mere semblance of an election unauthorized 
by law is wholly without legal force or effect, because such election has 
no legal sanction. In settled, well-regulated government, the voice of 
electors must be expressed and ascertained in an orderly way prescribed 
by law. It is this that gives order, certainty, integrity of character, 
dignity, direction and authority of government to the expression of the 
popular will. An election without the sanction of the law expresses 
simply the voice of disorder, confusion and revolution, however honestly 
expressed. Government cannot take notice of such voice until it shall 
in some lawful way take on the quality and character of lawful au- 
thority. This is essential to the integrity and authority of government. 
Hence, if a person assume to be a registrar of elections and four others 
likewise assume to be judges of election, and purport and undertake to 
hold.an election on election day, in an election precinct, and take and 
count the votes cast at 1t honestly, such action and proceeding would 
be no election, nor would it be accepted and treated as such by authority. 

An essential element of a valid election is that it shall be held 
(199) by lawful-authority, substantially as prescribed by law. It is 

not sufficient that it be simply conducted honestly, it must as well 
have legal sanction. The statutory provisions and regulations in respect 
to public elections in this State must be observed and prevail, certainly 
in their substance. Otherwise, the election will be void and so treated. 
Therefore, the contention that if the election in question was simply con- 
- ducted fairly and honestly it was valid, is unfounded. 

The court instructed the jury that Thomas was registrar de facto if 
they believed either of the two aspects of the evidence, and the election 
would hence be valid. As to this there was no exception. But the court 
said further: “If you find from the evidence that Cowan continued to 
act as registrar and employed Thomas as clerk to assist him, and that 
Thomas, whilst sustaining this relation to Cowan, fraudulently obtained 
possession of the books on the second Saturday preceding the election, 
with a promise to return them, and assumed to act as registrar, he was 
an intruder and had no authority and could perform no lawful official 
act, and in consequence the election held by him and his appointees was 
void, and your answer to the issue should be ‘No.’” This is made the 
principal ground of assignment of error. 

The instruction thus complained of, must be taken in connection with 
the whole of the instructions given, and in view of all the evidence perti- 
nent. The evidence tended to prove that one Cowan was duly appointed 
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to be registrar; that he accepted the office, and acted as and claimed to 
be such, continuously, until the day of the election; that he did not re- 
sign, or profess to resign ; that he did not appoint, or undertake to ap- 
point, Thomas to be registrar; that he was employed and treated simply 
as his clerk; that Thomas fraudulently got the registration books from 
the registrar under the false promise to return the same; that he did not 
do so, but on the day of election expressly refused to surrender 

the registration books, and then assumed to be registrar, acted as (200) 
such, and undertook and purported to appoint three judges of 
election, who, with a judge regularly appointed, codperated with him in 
holding the election. The evidence fully warranted the instruction, if it 
was correct in point of law. 

It is difficult to define, in precise terms, what constitutes an officer 
de facto in all cases. Indeed, what may constitute such officer in one 
case, may not in another. <A variety of facts and circumstances, tending 
to show authority of the person claiming and exercising it, go to con- 
stitute such officer, and upon grounds of necessity and public policy, to 
give his acts validity as to the public and persons taking benefit of his 
official acts. There must be something, some consideration, evidence, 
facts, circumstances or conditions that reasonably lead those persons 
who, in the course of the administration and in the discharge of the 
duties of the office must, in some way, have relations or business with it, 
to recognize and treat the person claiming to be officer as the lawful 
incumbent. But, as was said by Chief Justice Ruffin in Burke v. El- 
liott, 26 N. C., 361, “The mere assumption of the office by performing 
one, or even several acts appropriate to it, without any recognition of the 
person as officer by the appointing power, may not be sufficient to con- 
stitute him an officer de facto. There must at least be some colorable 
election and induction into office ab origine, and so long an exercise of 
the office and acqutescence therein of the public authorities as to afford 
to the individual citizen a presumption strong that the party was duly 
appointed, and, therefore, that every person might compel him, for the 
legal fees, to do his business, and for the same reason was bound to sub- 
mit to his authority as an officer of the country.” 

What was thus said was afterwards approved 3 in Gilliam v. Reddick, 
26 N. C., 368; Burton v. Patton, 47 N. C., 124; Comrs. v. Me- 
Damel, 59 N. <.. 107; and in Norfleet v. Staton, 73 N. C., 546, (201) 
in which case Mr. Justice Reade said: “I scarcely think it 
necessary to cite authorities to show the distinction between mere usur- 
pers and officers de facto and de jure. A usurper is one who takes pos- 
session without authority. His acts are utterly void, unless he continues 
to act.so long a time or under such circumstances as to afford presump- 
tion of his right to act. And then his acts are valid as to the public 
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and third persons. But he has no defense in a direct proceeding against 
himself. A de facto officer is one who goes in under color of authority.” 
Keeler v. New Bern, 61 N. C., 505. 

In a late case (8. v. Lewis, 107 N. C.), Justice Avery cites with ap- 
proval 8. v. Carroll, 38 Cann: 449, in which Chief Justice Butler re- 
views very thoroughly and ably the whole subject of officers de facto, and 
reaches substantially this conclusion: “An officer de facto is one whose 
acts, though not those of an officer, the law, upon principles of policy 
and justice, will hold valid, so far as they involve the interests of the 
public and third persons, when the duties of the office were exercised : 
first, without a known appointment or election, but under such circum- 
stances of reputation or asquiescence as were calculated to induce people 
without inquiry,.to submit to or invoke his action, supposing him to be the 
officer he assumed to be; second, under color of a known and valid ap- 
pointment or election, but where the officer had failed to conform to some 
precedent, requirement or condition, as to take an oath, give a bond, 
or the like; third, under color of a known election or appointment, void 
because the officer was not eligible, or because there was a want of power 
in the electing or appointing body, or by reason of some irregularity or 
defect in its exercise, such ineligibility, want of power or defect being 
unknown to the public; fourth, under color of an election or appoint- 
ment by or pursuant to a public unconstitutional law, before the same 1s 
adjudged to be such.” 

This summary points out to a very large extent, if not alto- 
(202) gether, the nature and extent of the circumstances, conditions, 
the character of the evidence and the recognition by the public 
essential in varying pertinent cases to constitute an officer de facto. A 
mere intruder or usurper.is not ordinarily, but may become, an officer 
de facto in some cases. This can happen only by the continued exercise 
of the office by him and the asquiescence therein by the public authorities 
and the public for such length of time as to afford to citizens generally 
a strong presumption that he had been duly appointed... But when with- 
out color of authority he simply assumes to act, exercise authority as an 
officer, and the public know the fact, or reasonably ought to know that. 
he is a usurper, his acts are absolutely void for all purposes. The mere 
fact that, apart from his usurpation, his supposed official acts were 
fair and honest could not impart them validity and efficiency. Burke v. 
Elliott, supra; Norfleet v. Staton, supra; 8. v. Carroll, supra; MceCreery 
on Elections, 217; Paine on Elections, sections 380, 381. 

"The citizen is justly chargeable with laches, does that which is in his 
own wrong and wrong to the public, when he recognizes, tolerates, en- 
courages and sustains a mere usurper, one whom he knows or ought, 
under the circumstances, to know to be such. In such case, neither jus- 
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tice, necessity, nor public policy requires that the acts of the usurper 
shall be upheld as valid for any purpose. Indeed, these things, the — 
spirit and purpose of government strongly suggest the contrary. 

When, therefore, Thomas obtained from the registrar (Cowan) the 
registration books, fraudulently, under promise to return the same and 
assumed to act as registrar, he was simply an intruder, and had no au- 
thority and could perform no lawful official act as such, and the election 
which he and the supposed judges, his appointees, coéperating with him, 
held, was void. The instruction of the court to the jury excepted 
to was pertinent, and had reference to the evidence going to (203) 
prove that Thomas so fraudulently obtained the registration books 
and assumed to act as registrar, and the jury must have found that he 
did. The jury found that he was not registrar de facto by reason of 
color of appointment. They found also that he was a fraudulent intru- 
der, but they did not find—nor was there evidence to warrant such find- 
ing—that he was an intruder under such circumstances and conditions’ 
as to constitute him registrar de facto. The evidence went to show that 
he had been the clerk of the registrar; that he did not claim to be or act 
as registrar until the day of election; that he had no such reputation; 
that the electors had not so recognized him, that no public authority had 
so recognized him at any time, and that, on the morning of the day of 
the election, in the presence of electors, the lawful registrar had publicly 
demanded that he surrender to him the registration books, to the end 
that he and the lawfully appointed judges of election might hold the 
election according to law, and he refused to do so. The evidence went 
to prove, and the jury found, that Thomas was a naked intruder, with 
no attending circumstances and conditions that rendered him registrar 
de facto. The electors had notice that Cowan was the lawful registrar ; 
that he had been duly appointed; that he acted as such. There was no 
notice that he had resigned his office, nor had he done so. On the con- 
trary, on the morning of the election he claimed his right and authority 
to hold the election. This was notice—important notice—that Thomas 
was an intruder, and the election was not such in contemplation of law. 
The electors ought not to have recognized the intruder. They did so in 
their own wrong. They ought to have demanded and required that the | 
registrar and the lawful judges of election hold the election according to 
law. It was their duty to themselves and to the public to have done so, 
and failing in this for any cause, they ought not to have gone 
through an empty form that had no legal effect. They lost their (204) 
votes and their voice, in part, through their own laches. 

The issue of fact submitted to the jury was broad and comprehensive. 
It embraced the whole of the matter at issue. The relator could readily, 
as he did, put in all pertinent evidence and avail himself of it before 
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the jury. He was not necessarily prejudiced by it, nor can we see, nor 
does it at all appear, that he was. The other exceptions are without 
merit. 

Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Rodwell v. Rowland, 187 N. C., 650; Whitehead v. Pittman, 
165 N. C., 90; Casey v. Dare, 168 i Oy 987 : Hill v. Skinner, 169 N.C., 
416, 417. 


JOHN Q. BROWN v. JOHN J. RAINOR. 


Habeas Corpus—Abatement—Cost. 


In a habeas corpus proceeding, brought to secure the custody of infant chil- 
dren, the respondent (in whose favor judgment had been rendered below) 
died pending appeal: Held, (1) the proceeding abated, and could not be 
revived against the personal representative; (2) neither was entitled to 
judgment for costs. 


PETITION for writ of habeas corpus, heard before Graves, J., at Spring 
Term, 1891, of Onsiow. 


H. R. Kornegay for petitioner. 
W. R. Allen for respondent. 


Merrimon, C. J. This is a summary proceeding, whereby the peti- 
tioner seeks, by writ of habeas corpus, to obtain possession of certain of 
his infant children in the possession of and detained by (as 1s alleged) 
the respondent, who was their grandfather. The judge at chambers gave 
judgment in favor of the respondent, and thereupon the petitioner ap- 

pealed to this Court, as he might do. The Code, sec. 1662; Mus- 
(205) grove v. Kornegay, 52 N.C., 71. Pending the appeal the respond- 
ent died, and this appears by suggestion and upon affidavits filed. 

The petitioner asks that the administrator or executor of the respond- 
ent be made a party, and insists that, at all events, he is not chargeable 
with costs. | 

The proceeding is summary in its character, and in the nature of the 
matter has served its special purpose as far as practicable. The respond- 
ent having died is beyond the jurisdiction of the court for any purpose. 
Nor can it be sustained against his executor or administrator. There 
is no statute that so provides. They, as such, are not chargeable in con- 
templation of law with the possession or detention of the children, the 
possession of which the petitioner seeks to obtain. His remedy is by 
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another like proceeding directed against the person who may have pos- 
session of them now or hereafter. Ordinarily, the costs of a writ of 
habeas corpus proceeding may be awarded at the discretion of the court 
or judge. The Code, sec. 1860. But here the proceeding abates, and 
the court gives no judgment for costs. Each party is liable for his own 
costs, according to law in such cases. Officers v. Taylor, 12 N. C., 99. 
Abates. | . = 


| (206) 
S. P. KIRKPATRICK et at. v. DAVID H. HOLMES et at. 


Husband and Wife—Marriage—T rust. 


1. Money received by the husband from a sale of the wife’s lands before the 
adoption of the Constitution in 1868 belonged to him absolutely, unless at 
- the time he received it he agreed to invest it for her in some other way. 


bas But if the wife acquired the title and the marriage occurred prior to 1868, 
and the sale was made subsequent to that time, the proceeds would be her 
separate estate; and if the husband purchased other lands with such pro- 
ceeds and took title in his own name, in the absence of any special agree- 
ment to the contrary, he would become a trustee, for her. 


Action tried before MacRae, J., at August Term, 1890, of Oranges. 
The action was brought to recover possession of three tracts of land 
which plaintiffs claimed under a deed from the collector of internal 
revenue for the Fourth Collection District of North Carolina, upon a 
warrant of distraint against the property of the defendant David H. 
Holmes. The defendants filed no answer, and judgment by default was 
taken against them at March Term, 1888, of that court, but the judg- 
ment against the feme defendant was subsequently vacated by order of 
the judge holding the court of the district, and she was permitted to file © 
her answer in which she claims that she, ‘and not her husband, was the 
- owner of that tract of land described in the complaint as the “Miles 
tract,” containing 140 acres. There was no controversy as to the other | 
tracts described in the complaint. : 
The plaintiffs offered in evidence a deed from the collector of internal 
revenue for the Fourth District of North Carolina to plaintiffs, dated 
16 July, 1887, and the testimony of John U. Hart, one of the plaintiffs, 
to the effect that the 140-acre tract 1s known as the Miles tract, 
and sometimes as the “home tract”; that at the time this action (207) 
was brought the defendant David was in possession of said land, 
and had been, according to witness’ recollection, since 1867 of 1868; 
that plaintiffs bought the land to save themselves something over $600. 
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they had to pay out for D. H. Holmes, who was a distiller, the plaintiffs 
being his sureties, and that the still was on the home or Miles place. 
The defendant, Martha F. Holmes, was offered as a witness in her own 
behalf and testified that she was the wife of the other defendant and the 
daughter of John Moore; that she had owned a tract of land which she had 
gotten from her father, and which she had acquired after her marriage; 
that -she and her husband sold that land to A. P. Cates; that witness 
was present when the trade was made, and received $500 for her land; 
that she sold it because she liked the Miles place better, as it was nearer 
_ to Bingham School, where she could educate her children and where she 
could sell her produce; that she bought the Miles land; her husband 
acted as her agent; she was to give $500 for it; that a bond for title 
was given to her husband by G. W. Tate, agent for Miles’ children; 
that the witness’ husband bought the Miles land for her; that he did not 
pay for it in full when he bought it, but finally paid for it. 

There was much other testimony ‘offered by both parties in respect. 
to this alleged purchase for the wife, and its date. 

The defendant offered the following prayer for instructions, which 
was declined, and the defendant excepted: 

“Tf the jury are satisfied that the money derived from the sale of the 
Moore tract went to the purchase of the Miles land, the defendant is 
entitled to recover the Miles land.” 

Upon this point the presiding judge charged ae jury, that if the © 
deed was made and executed in pursuance of an arrangement between 
D. H. Holmes and his wife made in 1874, or at the time of the purchase 

of the Miles land and the giving of the bond for title, and if Mrs. 
(208) Holmes’ land was sold by her and her husband for the purpose 

of purchasing another tract, the Miles land, and it was then agreed 
between husband and wife that the money arising from the sale of her 
land should be invested for her in the Miles tract, and if the proceeds 
_ of the sale of her land were used in paying for the Miles tract, she was 
entitled in equity to have the deed made to herself; the husband had 
no interest, subject to execution, in the Miles land, and the plaintiff got 
no title to it, even though the bond for title was made to the husband, 
as the deed was not made to the wife until after this action was begun, 
and their response should be “No,” as to the Miles tract; but if her land 
was sold and her husband received the purchase-money for it, without 
any special agreement between them that it should be invested in the 
purchase of the Miles tract and the deed be made to her, they having 
been married before 1868, the purchase-money of her land became per- 
sonal property, and the property of her husband, 1f he took it into his 
possession; and even if it was used in purchasing this tract, and the bond 
for title made to the husband, and no deed made to her until after this 
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action was brought, she got no title to it, and the plaintifis by virtue of 
their deed, are the owners and entitled to the possession of the tract 
described in the complaint. . 


J. W. Graham and A. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 
J.C. iL. Harris for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, J. His Honor, among other things, charged the jury, in 
substance, that the marriage having been contracted before 1868 the 
proceeds of the sale of the wife’s land became the property of the hus- 
band, and if he received it without any special agreement to invest it 
for her benefit in the Miles tract (the property purchased by him) she 
acquired no interest therein. This instruction, as well as the en- 
tire charge, would be correct if the land had been sold before (209) 
1868 (Hackett v. Shuford, 86 N. C., 149), but such does not ap- 
pear to be the case, as it 1s very apparent from the testimony that the 
sale was made after that date; and, this being so, we think there was 
error which entitles the defendant to a new trial. 

It does not appear when the land was acquired by the oe If she 
acquired it after 1868, the proceeds of the sale would be her separate 
estate (Cons., Art. X, ee 6) and if it went into the hands of the hus- 
band and he invested it in land, taking the title in his own name, in the 
absence of any agreement to the contrary, a trust would have resulted to 
her. Lyon v. Akin, 78 N. C., 259; I Perry Trusts, sec. 127; Adams Eq., 
33, note. 

if she acquired the land before 1868, but the sale was after that date, 
the proceeds would likewise be her pc estate (Morris v. Morris, 94 
N. ©., 618) and whatever interest the husband may have had in the 
lands purchased with such funds by reason of his right of occupancy as 
tenant by the curtesy initiate in the original land, it could not, under the 
act of 1848 (Rev. Code, ch. 56) have been sold under execution. 

In Giles v. Hunter, 103 N. C., 195, cited by plaintiff, the marriage 
and the conversion of the land into personalty were both before 1868, 
and the decision can, therefore, have no application to the facts before us. 

Error. 


Cited: oss v. Hendrix, 110 N. C., 405; Brisco v. Norris, 112 N. C., 


676; Benbow v. Moore, 114 N. C., 273; Ray v. Long, 128 N. C., 91; 
S.¢., 1382 N. C., 892; Hendren v. Hendren, 153 N. C., 506. 
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ELLEN TURNER anp MARY A. TURNER v. T. R. WILLIAMS ET :AL. 


Possession—Deed—C olor of Title. 


In a deed conveying a tract of land the grantor reserved to himself the right 
to manage the entire farm and make such changes or improvements upon 
the buildings as he chose, so that it did not deprive the grantee of a home, 
and remained on the land, erecting buildings and collecting rents, a por- 
tion of which he paid to the grantee, who also resided on the premises: 
Held, (1) that such possession was not adverse to the grantee; (2) that 
the possession of the grantor being that of the grantee, it was insufficient, 
if continued for the statutory period, to ripen a color of title under an 
unregistered deed and maintain an action for the recovery of possession 
against a subsequent purchaser from the grantor. 


Apprat by plaintifis from M acRae, J., at Special (September, 1890) 
Term of ALAMANCE. 
_ The case is stated in the opinion. 


J. A. Long for plainicffs. 
Junius Parker for defendants. 


Avery, J. The action was brought for title and possession of land. 
The plaintiffs offered a deed executed by David Turner and wife on 
4 March, 1878, conveying to them for life a tract of land described 
therein as “the lands of the late Charles Turner, on which they now 
live.” The deed had not been registered, and the defendants objected 
to its introduction, and excepted to the ruling of the court that it was 
- competent to show possession under it as color of title. An unregistered 
deed is admissible for the purpose of showing possession under it for the 
statutory period necessary to mature title. Avent v. Arrington, 105 
N. C., 389; Hunter v. Kelly, 92 N. C., 285. 

| The grantor, David Turner, inserted a reservation in the deed 
(211) in the following words: “The said David Turner reserves to him- 
self the right to manage the entire farm, make such changes or 
improvements upon the buildings as he may choose, so as it does not de- 
prive the said Ellen and Mary (the pranieee) of a home as provided 
herein.” 

The court charged the jury as follows: 

“The plaintifis offer an unregistered deed, which was admitted to 
enable them to show possession under it for seven years, if they could. 
I think, upon the plaintiffs’ own testimony, they have failed to show 
possession of any part of the land, except the house, lot and garden, 
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which defendants admit they have the right to hold for their lives, and 
which, according to the testimony, 1s in possession of the plaintiffs, and, 
therefore, the unregistered deed cannot operate as color of title. You 
should then respond to the first issue, ‘Yes,’ to the house, lot and een 
where the plaintiffs live, and to the second issue, ‘No.’ ” | 
_ The exception to this instruction raises the only point for our con- 
sideration on this appeal. 

_ It was in evidence and admitted by the parties that David Turner 
did build a house on the place about ten or twelve years before the trial 
(between 1878 and 1880). The defendant Williams bought the Charles 
Turner farm from David Turner in 1888, and moved immediately into 
the house built by Turner on the land, and since that time has withheld 
the possession of the whole tract, except the house, lot and garden from — 
the plaintiffs, 

One of the plaintiffs, Mary Turner, testified that she had lived on 
the land and received rents from David Turner from the date of the un- 
registered deed up to the time when he sold the place to the defendant, 
and that her brother David had collected the rents and paid them over to 
plaintiffs during that period. It is true that there was contradictory 
testimony offered by the defendant; but if David Turner paid rent 
to the plaintiffs, his possession was not adverse to them, but their (212) 
possession was adverse to the whole world, and extended, con- 
structively, to the boundaries of the tract of land known as “the lands 
of the late Charles Turner, on which they live.” McLean v. Smith, 
106 N. C., 172. It would seem, too, that if David Turner did not, in 
fact, pay them rent, his occupation would not be considered adverse, be- 
cause in the deed he had reserved the right as remainderman to manage 
the entire farm, make improvements upon the buildings, and, in short, 
to do anything to the land or buildings that would not deprive ‘them of a 
home as provided herein. The home for which provision was made cov- 
ered the lands of the late Charles Turner, on which plaintiffs lived, if 
the boundaries could be identified and established. While the plaints 
were guilty of laches in failing to offer the conveyance through which 
David Turner claimed as the purchaser of Charles Turner’s land, or the 
conveyance through which Charles Turner claimed, and to offer parol 
evidence to show that the land claimed by them was within the descrip- 
tion of the boundaries of such deed (even if a survey had been necessary 
to locate the lines) it does appear in evidence, wherever the outside limits 
of the tract may be, that the house built by David Turner and occupied 
by the defendant afterwards, is situate upon it, and, therefore, if the 
plaintiffs were the owners of the Charles Turner lands when the action 
was brought, the defendant was a trespasser. Mobley v. Griffin, 104 
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- Both parties claim under David Turner and, therefore, 1t was not 
necessary to show title out of the State, and if the possession of David 
Turner was in subordination and not adverse to that of the plaintiffs, 
their title to the Charles Turner lands would have ripened by possession 
within seven years, and they had occupied it, claiming under the deed, 
ten years before Williams entered. Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 553; 
Ruffin v. Overby, 105 N. C., 78. 
As the testimony tended to show that the house occupied by 
(213) Williams was on that tract the judge erred in instructing the jury 
that the plaintiff could not recover possession of that house also. 
Unless the boundaries should, on a future trial, be identified, we cannot 
see how they can expect, in any event, to recover rents for the land 
claimed to be within the boundaries of their deed, but not shown to be 
included. 
There is error, and a new trial must be granted. 
Error. . 


R. S. HUNTER er at, v. J. L. SCOTT, Ape. or CORNELIA HUNTER et At. 


Contract—Insurance.. 


In an application for insurance, the “wife and her children” of the applicant 
were designated as the beneficiaries, but in the policy issuing thereon the 
wife and her personal representatives and assigns were named as the bene- 
ficiaries ; the policy was received and acted on by the insurer and insured 
without objection: Held, that the policy constituted the contract of the 
parties. 


JUDeMENT upon case agreed at Fall Term, 1890, of ALramancr, Mac- 
Rae, J. 

The action was i the children of Cornelia Hunter, deceased, against 
her administrator and others claiming as assignees, to recover the amount 
collected- by the administrator on a policy of insurance issued by the Val- 
ley Mutual Life Association of Virginia. . 

Judgment was given for defendants, and plaintiffs appecied: 

The other material facts are stated in the opinion. 


J. A. Long for plainteff. 
J. W. Graham and Junius Parker for defendant. 


(214)  Crarx, J. The application for insurance specified as the pro- 
posed beneficiaries the wife of the applicant, “for herself and 
children.” The policy as issued designated the wife and “her personal - 
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representatives and assigns” as the beneficiaries. The policy was re- 
ceived by the insured without objection, was acted.upon by both parties, 
and the premiums regularly paid thereon. | 

‘The only question presented is whether the beneficiaries of the policy 
_are those named in the policy itself, or those named in the application. 

If A writes a letter to B, making an itemized proposal, and B replies, 
accepting the proposal, but, in reciting the items, varies one of them, it 
is clear that as to such item the two minds are not agreed, and there 18 
no completed contract. But if A receives B’s reply as the contract, 
accepts it, acts on it, and pays money in pursuance of its terms, the 
application as modified by the reply will constitute the contract between 
the parties. Construing the two papers together, the item in the appli- 
cation, not accepted in the reply, was not agreed on, while the modifica- 
tion of 1¢ in the reply, accepted without objection by the applicant and 
acted upon by both parties, was assented to, and became as much an 
integral part of the contract as if stated in the original proposal. This — 
is so plain that no citation of authority is necessary. It is not alleged 
in the complaint, nor stated among the “facts agreed,” that by mistake, 
accident or inadvertence the policy does not correctly state the contract 
between the parties, and even if this had been alleged, the correction 
could not be made, to the prejudice of bona fide assignees for value with- 
out notice. 


Affirmed. 


(215) 


B. M. HARRISON er au. v. DAVID RAY anp JUDA A. RAY. ° 


iol sisbana and Wife—Survivorship—T enants in Common—Partition— 
Descent—E stoppel. 


1. Under a deed or devise of land to husband and wife, the vendees or devisees 
take an estate in entirety, and upon the death of one of a the other 
takes the whole estate by right of survivorship. 


2. Upon an actual partition of lands among tenants in common, the tenants 
take their respective shares or allotments by descent and not by purchase. 


3. Where a partition was made by consent, and the tenants mutually conveyed, 
by deed, to each other the several allotments: Held, (1) the deeds con- 
veyed no real estate, but: simply ascertained by metes and bounds the 
interest of each and destroyed the unity of possession; and (2) the deeds 
did not operate as an estoppel, except so far as they established the extent 
of the interest of each tenant in his ancestor’s lands. 
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Aprea from MacRae, J., at February Term, 1890, of Waxz. 
Oakley Harrison and his brothers and sisters divided the lands, which 
had been conveyed to them by their father, by deeds of partition among. 
themselves without legal proceedings. The deed for Oakley Harrison’s 
share was made to him and Juda, his wife, who, since his death, has 
intermarried with the defendant Ray. The plaintiffs, who are Oakley 
Harrison’s children by his first wife, allege that the name of said Juda 
was inserted in the deed by mistake and inadvertence of the draftsman. 
The defendants allege that the deed was drawn to Oakley Harrison and 
said Juda by the direction of Oakley Harrison, who accepted the deed | 
and caused it to be registered. The court submitted as the first issue 
whether the name of Juda, the wife of Oakley Harrison, was inserted in 
the deed by mistake. This issue was found against the plaintiffs, 
(216) who then moved for judgment non obstante veredicto and ex- 
cepted to the refusal of the motion. They also excepted because. 
the court instructed the jury that if they found for the defendants upon 
the first issue, they should not find as to the second issue that the plain- 
tiffs were the owners and entitled to the possession of the land. Plain- 
tiffs appealed from judgment rendered. 


J. H. Fleming for plaintiffs. 
Fuller & Snow (by brief) for defendants. 


Crark, J. When realty is devised or conveyed to husband and wife, 
they take by entirety, and, upon the death of one, the whole belongs to 
the other by right of survivorship. 2 Bl., 182; Long v. Barnes, 87 N.C., 
329; Stemonton v. Cornelius, 98 N. C., 433. The act abolishing survivor- 
nes in joint tenancies, act 1784, an 204 (The Code, sec. 1326), does 
not apply to such cases. Motley v. Whitemore, 19 N. C., 5387; Todd v. 
Zachary, 45 N. C., 286; Woodford v. Higly, 60 N. C., 937. Indeed, it is 
held that a conveyance to husband and wife has a fifth unity added to” 
the four common-law unities recognized in joint tenancy, t.e., unity of 
person. Topping v. Saddler, 50 N. C., 357; Freeman on Cotenancy and 
Part., sec. 64. 

But i in the present case the deed to Oakley Harrison.and wife operated 
merely as a partition of the lands and conveyed no estate to them. The 
land in controversy was the share of Oakley Harrison in the lands in- 
herited by him and his brothers and sisters. This tract was ascertained 
to be his share by the consent partition, which was had in lieu of legal 
proceedings to appoint commissioners to mark it off and assign it. It is 
not claimed that Juda, the wife, had any interest in the land so that any- 
thing should have been assigned her, but it is contended that by Oakley 
Harrison’s direction the deed was drawn to him and his wife jointly. 
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Suppose this to be so. The grantors were not conveying any (217) 
additional estate or interest to Oakley Harrison. He had bought 
nothing and they were not making him a present of anything. The 
deed only assigned to him in severalty and by metes and bounds what 
was already his. The grantors conveyed no part of their shares. They 
had no interest in the share embraced in the deed to Oakley Harri- 
son, and could convey no interest therein to him-or any one else. It was 
his by the conveyance from his father. He received no title nor estate 
by virtue of the deed from his brothers and sisters, nor could his wife. 
His direction to the other heirs (if given) to convey to himself and wife 
could not have the effect to make the deed a conveyance of anything to 
his wife, when it was not such as to himself. The title being already in 
him, the deed merely designated his share by metes and bounds, and 
allotted it to be held in severalty. No title passed by the deed, nor by 
any of the deeds. ‘Partition makes no degree. It only adjusts the dif- 
ferent rights of the parties to the possession. Each does not take the 
allotment by purchase, but is as much seized of it by descent from the 
common ancestor as of the undivided share before partition. Allnatt on 
Partition, 124. The deed of partition destroys the unity of possession, 
and henceforward each holds his share in severalty, but such deed confers 
no new title or additional estate in the land. 2 Bl. Com., 186. Hence it 
is that, in partition, whatever the form of the deed, there is an implied 
warranty of title by each tenant to all the others. Huntley v. Cline, 93 
N. C., 458. 

| Had the deed from the brothers and sisters conveyed any new and 
distinct estate in the land allotted to Oakley Harrison, he certainly 
already had an interest therein. This was’not conveyed to his wife, and 
such share would have been held by him and wife neither by a unity of 
interest, unity of title, nor unity of time, which three unities are as 
essential to a joint tenancy as the fourth unity (of possession), which 
alone they would have had. 

_ There is no estoppel on the plaintiffs by virtue of Oakley (218) 
‘Harrison having received and caused the deed to be registered; 

for, as we have seen, his title was not derived by the deed of partition, 
but by the deed from his father. The deed of partition is only an estop- 
pel as between the plaintiffs and the brothers and sisters of Oakley Har- 
rison, as establishing the extent of his share of his father’ C lands thus 
set apart and allotted in severalty. 

In this view of the matter we are supported by the very recent case of 
Yancey v. Ratford, 86 Va., 638 (March, 1890), which is well considered 
and exactly in point. To the same effect is Dooley v. Baynes, 86 
Va., 144. | 
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The issue submitted was immaterial. Upon the admission in the 
answer, judgment should have been entered in favor of the plaintiffs 
non obstante veredicto. Moye v. Petway, 76 N. C., 327; Ward v. Phil- 
lips, 89 N. C., 215; Walker v. Scott, 106 N. C., 56. 

Reversed. 2 


Oia: Bruce v. Nicholson, 109 N. C., 204; Fort v. Allen, 110 N. C., 
192; Carson v. Carson, 122 N. C., 648; Harrington v. Rawls, 131 N. C., 
40; Ray v. Long, 182 N. C., 896; Carter v. White, 184 N. C., 474, 480; 
Harrington v. Rawls, 186 N. C., 66; Sprinkle v. Spainhour, 149 N. C., 
224; Buchanan v. Harrington, 152 N. C., 335; Jones v. Myatt, 153 
N. C., 230; Beacom v. Amos, 161 N. C., 364; Speas v. Woodhouse, 162 . 
N.C., 68; Weston v. Lwmber Co., 1b., 171, 199; Freeman v. Belfer, 173 
N. C., 582; Stallings v. Walker, 176 N. C., 823; Moore v. Trust Co., 178 
N. C., 124; Batley v. Mitchell, 179 N. C., 103. 


es ee 


(219) 
T. M. BAKER v. J ONATHAN GARRIS, EXECUTOR OF JULIA J. V. GARRIS. 


Married Women—Contract—C overture—E ee me ree ppel— 
Pleading. 


1. A complaint alleging that G., wife of the defendant (her executor), exe- 
cuted, for a valuable consideration, her note, under seal, to the plaintiff, 
and that no part thereof had ‘been paid, but containing no allegation that 
the contract was one she was competent to make, or any circumstances 
showing the indebtedness was chargeable upon her separate estate, does 
not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. (Merrimon, O. J., 
dissenting. ) _ 


2. The objection that the complaint does not constitute a cause of action may 
be made by written demurrer, or ore tenus, at any time, and cannot be 
waived. 


53. Oral testimony is not admissible to show the grounds upon which a court 
proceeded in rendering judgment upon a demurrer. 


4, An executor of his deceased wife may plead her coverture in bar of an 
action to recover a debt against her estate. 


5. Where the fact of coverture does not appear in the complaint, it must be 
pleaded to be made available as a defense. 


6. A judgment overruling a demurrer to a complaint for that it did not state 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, and allowing defendant to 
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plead, being simply an interlocutory order, is not an estoppel upon defend- 
ant to set up the same matter in some other subsequent pecer method. 


Appear at September Term, 1890, of Waynz, Boykin, J. 

- The complaint alleges: 

1. That on 1 January, 1886, Julia J. V. Garris, wife of the defendant, 
for a valuable consideration, executed and delivered her promissory note, 
under seal, to the plaintiff, wherein she promised to pay the plaintiff, on 
1 January, 1888, the sum of $400, with interest at 8 per cent per annum 
from said 1. January, 1886, and that no part of said indebtedness has 
_ been paid. 

2. That in 1887 said Julia J. V. Garris died, possessed of real and 
personal estate, leaving a will, in which her husband, the defendant, was. 
appointed executor of the same, who qualified as micli executor In Angst, 
1887, and entered on his duties as such executor, taking said property 
into his possession, and omits and refuses to pay said debt. | 

Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment against defendant for $400, 
with interest at 8 per cent from 1 January, 1886, and for costs. 

The defendant demurred, assigning as ground of demurrer: 

“9. That the said Julia J. V. Garris, being a married woman at the 
time of the execution and delivery of said sealed note, the same was void 
and not binding on her or her personal representative.” 

The court overruled the demurrer and granted the defendant (220) 
leave to answer the complaint. He excepted and took an ap- 
peal to this Court, but did not prosecute the same. Afterwards he 
answered, alleging that at the time of the execution of the said alleged 
note the defendant’s testatrix was a married woman; that the considera- 
tion of the said alleged note was not for her benefit nor for the benefit of 
her separate estate; that the payment of said alleged note was not 
charged, either expressly or by implication, on her separate estate, nor 
was it executed with the written consent of her husband; that said alleged 
note was not given for her necessary personal expenses, nor for the sup- 
port of her family, nor to enable her to pay her debts existing before her 
marriage. 

The plaintiff replied to the answer: “That in the complaint in this 
action it was alleged that the testatrix of the defendant was a married 
woman at the time of the execution of said note, and the defendant 
demurred to said complaint, upon the ground that it did not state facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action, in that it appeared from said 
complaint that the testatrix of the defendant was a married woman at 
the time of signing said note; that said demurrer was heard and a judg- 
ment was rendered in this cause overruling said demurrer, and the plain- 
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tiff avers that said judgment was rendered upon the sole ground that the 
defense of coverture was not available to the defendant, and that the 
plaintiff pleads said judgment as an estoppel.” 

The court gave judgment as follows: 

“This cause coming on to be heard, and the defendant having admitted 
in open court the execution of the note declared on in the complaint, and 
that no part of the same has been paid, it is therefore considered and 
adjudged that the plaintiff, T. M. Baker, recover of the defendant, Jona- 

than Garris, executor of J. J. V. Garris, the sum of $538.84, with 
(221) interest at 8 per cent per annum on $400 until paid, and for 
costs.” 

The defendant appealed. 

On the trial “the plaintiff offered to prove by parol that the judgment 
of his Honor at October Term, 1888, overruling the demurrer, ‘was ren- 


_ dered upon the sole ground that the defense of coverture was not avail- 


able to the defendant.’ The defendant objected to this evidence, but it 
was admitted by the court, and the defendant excepted. It was then 
admitted by the defendant, subject to said execution, that said judgment 
was rendered on the sole ground alleged by the plaintiff.” 

The defendant moved in this Court to dismiss the action, upon the: 
ground that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action. 


W. T. Fasrcloth for plaintiff. 
C. B. Aycock for defendant. 


Suepuerp, J. The defendant moves in this Court to dismiss the. 
action, for that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute 
a cause of action. It appears on the face of the complaint that the 
defendant’s testatrix, a married woman, executed her simple promissory 
note to the plaintiff in the sum of $400, and that she died ‘possessed of 
real and personal estate, leaving a will, in which the defendant was 


appointed executor.” There is an entire absence of any allegation show- 


ing that the contract was such as she was by statute competent to make, 
nor is there the slightest intimation of any circumstances showing that 
the indebtedness was charged or is chargeable upon her separate estate. 
Indeed, there is no pretense whatever af such a charge, and the prayer 
is for a judgment im personam. | 
It is very clear that, under the numerous ieohaie of this 

(222) Court, from Pippen v. Wesson, 74 N. C., 487, down to Flaum v. 

Wallace, 103 N. C., 296, and subsequent cases, that the complaint 
is fatally defective, in that it does not set forth a cause of action. It is 
argued, however, that in certain exceptional instances (as in the case of 
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a free trader) a married woman may make a legal contract, and there- 
fore the court ought to assume that the contract sued upon is one of that 
peculiar character. This position is so utterly subversive of every prin- 
ciple of legal presumption that it would seem unnecessary to cite any 
authority in its refutation. As, however, it appears to be seriously 
pressed, 16 may not be improper to make some observations upon the 
subject. . | 7 | 

Very soon after the adoption of the present Constitution, and the pas- 
sage of what is known as the “Married Woman’s Act” (chapter 42 of 


The Code), it became the duty of this Court to determine the character _ 


of the statutory separate estate of a feme covert, and the manner in 
which it could be charged with her executory contracts. In a few of the 
States where similar statutes had been passed, it was held that their effect 
was to remove the common-law disability of coverture, and to enable the 
wife to contract in all cases as if she were a feme sole, except where 
expressly prohibited. In a majority of the States the opposite view was 
taken, and this view, after much deliberation, was adopted by our Court | 
in Pippen v. Wesson, supra. This case settled the fundamental princi- 
ples of the law of married women in North Carolina in reference to the 
constitutional and statutory provisions above mentioned, and its author- | 
ity, so far from being questioned, has been uniformly recognized and 
approved by the repeated decisions of the Court. The doctrine of the 
case is well stated by Ruffin, J., in his carefully considered opinion in 
Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300, in which that learned justice dis- 
cusses the manner in which the engagements of married women may be 
enforced. He says: “Nor was there any change wrought in this 

particular by the alterations made in our court system under the (223) 
Constitution of 1868, or by the adoption of the statute known as 

the Married Woman’s Act. It was in reference to these very alterations 
and the effect of the statute that the Court declared, in Pippen v. Wes- 
son, and Huntley v. Whitner, 77 N. C., 392, that no deviation from the 
common law had been produced thereby, as respects either the power of 
a feme covert to contract, the nature of her contract, or the remedy to 
enforce it; that, as a contract merely, her promise is still as void as it 
ever was, with no power in any court to proceed to judgment against 
her in personam, that it was only through the equitable powers of the 
court that satisfaction of her engagements could be enforced as against 
her separate estate. . . . The nature of the pleadings is substantially 
the same as under the former system of our courts, and It 1s essential, in 
order to establish a right to a special judgment against her separate 
estate, that the complaint should show not only that she has such estate, 
but that her promises are such as, by the statute, she is rendered com- 
petent to make. It was for want of just such allegations, and because 
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the complaint demanded a personal judgment against the feme defend- 
ant, in Pippen v. Wesson, that the demurrer was sustained and the action 
was dismissed.” | 

In Pippen v. Wesson the plaintiff sued upon a promissory note signed 
by the husband and wife, and the coverture appeared upon the face of 
the complaint. There was, as in our case, no allegation showing that 
the contract was of such a character as to fall within the exceptions of 
the statute, nor did there appear any circumstances by which the sepa- 
rate estate was chargeable. The feme defendant demurred on the ground 
that the complaint did not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of 
‘action, and the Court, after stating that the complaint should have con- 

tained the essential allegations above mentioned, proceeds as fol- 
(224) lows: “In the case of obligors plent juris this would be imma- 

terial. But where one of them has only a limited capacity to con- 
tract, the contract must be shown to be within her capacity. One who 
contracts by virtue of a power, statutory or otherwise, and who, except 
by such power, is incapable of contracting, must pursue the power, or 
her contract will be void.” 

The demurrer was sustained, and thus we have a case directly j in point 
against the contention of the plaintift After this express decision upon 
the very question before us, it is quite difficult to understand how this 
Court is at liberty to go to the extraordinary length of presuming the 
existence of the very circumstances which it has, in the most unequivocal 
terms, declared essential to be alleged... The cases cited from New York, 
even if they could be recognized as controlling authorities in this State, 
do not support the position of the plaintiff. Im those cases the coverture - 
did not appear upon the face of the complaint, and, therefore, was not 
demurrable. Where the question, however, did arise, the Court of 
Appeals of the State (before the act of 1884, removing the disability of 
coverture except as to contracts between husband and wife) ruled pre- 
cisely as this Court did in Pippen v. Wesson. In Broome v. Taylor, 76 
N. Y., 564, the Court said: “If this complaint had not shown that the 
defendant Helen was a married woman, it would have been good against 
her; and in that case, in order to avail herself of the defense of covert- 
ure, it would have been necessary for her to set it up in her answer. 
But the complaint shows that the bond is the obligation of a married 
woman, and there is no allegation showing that it was given'for any 
purpose that would make it binding upon her. As to her, the bond is 
prima facie a nullity, and hence the complaint does not show a cause of 
action against her.” In view of these authorities, it cannot, we think, 
for a moment be questioned that the complaint 3 in this case does not state 
a cause of action. The proposition is so very plain that nothing but the: 

earnest contention to the contrary would seem to justify this 
(225) somewhat extended discussion in its support. 
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It is further insisted, on the authority of Vick v. Pope, 81 N. C., 
25; Newhart v. Peters, 80 N. C., 166; Nicholson v. Cox, 83 N. C., 
48, and Johnston v. Cochrane, 84 N. C., 446, that coverture must be 
pleaded. This is undoubtedly true, for where the disability does not 
appear upon the face of the complaint, the plea must, of course, be by 
way of answer, as otherwise the fact of coverture can never be known. 

In the present case the disability appears from the complaint, and the 
plea of coverture, even had it been necessary, has, from the beginning, 
been insisted upon by way of demurrer. We suppose that it will hardly 
be contended that a-demurrer in such a case is not a pleading within the 
principle of the above-mentioned cases. The Code, secs. 238, 239; Estes’ 
Pleadings, 3068; Oliphant v. Whitney, 84 Cal. 25; Furniss v. Ellis, — 
2 Breck. & Marsh., 14. Now, if no cause of action be stated, it is well 
settled that this objection and the objection to the jurisdiction may be 
made either by written demurrer or demurrer ore tenus. “As to the 
two exceptions specified, there can be,” says Merrimon, J., “no waiver, 
and in these respects objections may be made at any time. In such 
cases there is an absence of anything to which the jurisdiction of the 
court can attach.” Love v. Commissioners, 64 N. C., 706; Tucker »., 
Baker, 86 N. C., 1; Johnson v. Finch, 98 N. C., 205. In the face of this 
very plain declaration of the Court, it is insisted that the defendant can 
waive the objection, and that he cannot make it at any time. The man- 
ner in which this strange result is reached is said to be by way of 
estoppel, growing out of a ruling at some previous term, in which the 
court overruled a demurrer and gave the defendant leave to answer 
over. The demurrer was written, and the ground assigned was that, as 
the defendant’s testatrix was a married woman at the time of the execu- 
tion of the note, the same was void and that the plaintiff could not: 
recover. The defendant did not appeal, but answered, setting up 
the coverture. It is said that this interlocutory judgment amounts (226) 
to an adjudication, and, therefore, the motion cannot now be 
insisted upon. In support of this position, we are referred to such cases 
as Jones v. Thorne, 80 N. C., 72; Sanderson v. Daily, 83 N. C., 67; 
Mabry v. Henry, 1b., 298; Roulhac v. Brown, 87 N. C., 1; Pasour v. 
Lineberger, 90 N. C., 159, and Wingo v. Hooper, 98 N. C., 482. In 
these cases certain interlocutory orders—such as the appointment of 
receivers, motions to vacate attachments, orders of arrest, and the like— 
were held to be res judzcata unless atiidavits were presented showing 
additional facts subsequently transpiring. Provisional adjudications of 
this character are mere incidents to an action, the ultimate rights of the 
parties being tried upon issues of law or fact raised by the pleadings. 
Such orders are entirely independent of the general rules of pleading, 
and it is plain that the cases cited have no application to the question 
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under consideration. The case of Wilson v. Lineberger, 82 N. C., 412, 
however, seems to be more in point, but, upon an examination of the 
opinion, we cannot regard it as authority in the present case. There 
the parties demurred, it is said, “for want of equity,” and after a trial 
before the jury and a report upon a reference for an account—four 
terms having elapsed—the defendant moved that the action be dismissed 
for the same cause. This the court declined, and the defendant appealed. 
There were several reasons why the order of the court should not have 
been disturbed, one of which is, that while the power of the judge to 
thus summarily dispose of actions is well recognized, and its exercise in 
very clear cases commended, the practice generally is discouraged ( Wul- 
son v. Sykes, 84 N. C., 215), and this Court will not entertain an appeal 
from a refusal to dismiss. McBryde v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 412. This 
reason was in itself sufficient to have disposed of the appeal, and is, 

indeed, mentioned by the Court. But, apart from this, in view 
(227) of the repeated decisions of this Court that a motion to dismiss 

upon the grounds mentioned cannot be waived and may be taken 
at any time, we cannot give the effect contended roe to such a mercy 
interlocutory ruling as in this case. 

Again, we have held that it is the duty of this Court to inspect the 
whole record and to pronounce such judgment as in law should be ren- 
dered. Thornton v. Brady, 100 N. C., 38. Now, if a complaint does 
not state a cause of action, this rule must be applied, and this could not 
be done if the expressions used in Wilson’s case are to be followed in all 
instances. It is very evident that the rule there stated had reference to 
the practice in the Superior Court alone, and was not intended to apply 
to motions made in this Court, where the power is universally recognized 
and acted upon, and this without reference to the ruling below. 

It is said that the Court should not dismiss the action upon motion, 
but that the defect should be taken advantage of by demurrer. If we are 
not to reject the overwhelming weight of authority to the effect that this 
complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, 
and that the objection cannot be waived and may be made by written 
demurrer or demurrer ore tenus (Tucker v. Baker, 86 N. C., 1; Pescud 
v. Hawkins, 71 N. C., 299), then it must follow that the suggestion is 
unfounded. Such a demurrer, written or ore tenus, is as strong a plea 
of coverture as can well be imagined, and it matters not at what stage 
of the action it is made nor what other pleas may have been filed. It is 
very true that if no demurrer had been interposed and the case had been 
tried upon its merits, the evidence sustaining issues embodying the 
essential circumstances, the court below (The Code, sec. 273), and even 
this Court, upon motion, might have allowed an amendment conforming 
the pleadings to the facts proved, and refused to dismiss. But nothing 
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of the kind appears here. In fact, the case has never been tried (228) 
upon its merits, but upon the alleged legal insufficiency of the 
complaint, and there is, therefore, nothing to show the actual existence 
of the circumstances necessary to charge the estate. 

‘ While this disposes of the appeal, we will add that we are clearly of 
the opinion that oral testimony is not admissible to show the grounds 
upon which the preceding judge placed his ruling. The demurrer was 
in writing, and we cannot look beyond it and the judgment. 

‘The principle which admits such testimony in aid of a record pleaded. 
as an estoppel, where such record fails to disclose the precise point on 
which the case was decided (as in Yates v. Yates, 81 N. C., 397), has no 
application to rulings upon written demurrers. 

We will also remark that we do not concur in the proposition of the 
intelligent counsel that an executor cannot plead the coverture of his 
testatrix. This would be practically charging her estate with debts for 
which she was not liable in her lifetime. Newhart v. Peters, 80 N. C., 
167, simply decides that this plea cannot be interposed by one who has 
no interest in the subject-matter of the suit and who cannot be affected 
by its result. The action must be dismissed. 


Merrimon, ©. J., dissenting: I think this Court ought not to dismiss 
this action upon the ground that the complaint fails to state facts suffi- 
cient to constitute a cause of action. The complaint did state a cause 
of action, and the court might and would have given judgment for the 
plaintiff if the defendant had not pleaded, or in case he failed to plead, 
the coverture of his testatrix at the time she executed the note sued upon. 
It is settled that the plaintiff may have judgment against a married . 
woman upon a note or alleged indebtedness of any kind executed or 
incurred while she was such married woman, unless she pleads her covert- 
ure. That is a defense she may or may not avail herself of, and she 
must plead it. Vick v. Pope, 81 N. C., 22; Neville v. Pope, 95 
N. C., 346; Newhart v. Peters, 80 N. C., 166; Nicholson v. Cox, (229) 
83 N. C., 48; Johnston v. Cochrane, 84 N. C., 446. | 

Hence, if a married woman should simply plead in a proper case that 
she did not execute the note sued upon, or that she had paid the same, 
or that it was barred by the statute of limitations, and the plea should 
be determined against her, the plaintiff would clearly be entitled to 
judgment, as she did not plead her coverture. And if on the trial of such 
plea, either party should assign error as to some ruling of the court, and 
after the final judgment adverse to him or her, he or she should appeal 
.to this Court, the latter could not ex mero motu, or upon motion of the 
feme defendant, dismiss the action upon the ground that the complaint 
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failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, because it 
did sufficiently state a cause of action in the absence of He defense of 
coverture properly pleaded. : 

In this case, for the reasons stated above, the court below could not 
have dismissed the action for the cause last above mentioned if the de- 
fendant had not availed himself of the defense of the coverture of his 
testatrix by demurrer or answer, and for the like reason, upon appeal 
in such case, this Court could not, upon motion, dismiss the action. 

A mere motion to dismiss the action in such ease is not sufficient, be- 
cause, in the absence of the coverture pleaded, the complaint would be 
sufficient to entitle the plaintiff to judgment. | 

In this case the defendant pleaded by his answer the coverture of his 
_testatrix. On the trial he assigned error as to certain rulings of the 
court below, and, after final judgment adverse to him, he appealed to 
this Court. This Court should consider and dispose of the assignments - 
of error. It cannot properly grant the motion to dismiss the action 
upon the ground that the complaint fails to state facts sufficient to con- 
stitute a cause of action, because, simply upon its face, it does state 

a cause of action. Such motion will be allowed only when no 
(230) cause of action is stated, and when the court has not jurisdiction. 

The Code, sec. 242. The case of Pippen v. Wesson, 74 N. C., 487, 
does not sustain the action of this Court in this case. In that case the 
defendant demurred, and the court sustained the demurrer and gave 
judgment for the defendant. It did not. grant a motion to dismiss the 
action, nor did this Court. On appeal, the latter Court simply affirmed 
the judgment of the court below. 


Crark, J., concurs in the dissent. 
Per Curiam. Action dismissed. 


Cited: Leatherwood v. Fulbright, 109 N. C., 684; Loughran v. Giles, 
110 N. C., 427; Armstrong v. Best, 112 N. C., 60; Draper v. Allen, 114 
N. C., 52; Green v. Ballard, 116 N: C., 147; Bank v. Howell, 118 N.C., 
274-5 ae v. Wolfe, 122 N. C., 718; Ball v. Paquin, 140 N. C., re 
S. v. Robinson, 143 N. C., 622; ’ Bank v. Granite Co., 153 N. C., 
Clothing Co. v. Hay, 163 N. Cy 499, 
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*W. A. BLOUNT v. JULIA WASHINGTON ET AL. 
Parol Trust—Statute of Frauds—Evidence—C onsideration—C ontract. 


1. A parol declaration by a vendee, made after. the execution of the deed, abso- 
lute on its face, is not sufficient to raise a trust in favor of the vendor or 
any one by his direction. 


2. Even if such declaration was made contemporaneous with the deed, it would 
be essential to establish it by some proof outside of, or in corroboration of, 
that of the vendor. 


3. A parol promise, made by a vendee after the execution of the deed, to con- 
vey to such persons as the vendor might direct, is void under the statute 
of frauds; and where the contract is denied, the courts will not enforce it, 
although it is shown that a consideration passed. 


Apprat at November Term, 1890, of Lunorr, from Armfield, J. 

The plaintiff, in his complaint, in substance, alleged that in 1875 he > 
owned a tract of land known as “Vernon”; that at the request of 
John C. Washington, he, by deed, absolute on its face, conveyed (2381) 
it to the defendant Julia; that at and before the making of this 
deed, said John, on behalf of said Julia, agreed with plaintiff that out 
of the rents and profits of said land the defendant Julia should pay off 
the mortgage then upon said land, and should convey or devise it to the 
wife and children of plaintiff, subject to a. life estate for defendant 
Julia and her husband, John; that the $125 recited in the deed was a 
mere nominal consideration, but the true consideration was the contract 
and agreements above stated. 

_ W. A. Blount (the plaintiff in the case), being on the stand, offered to 

prove by his own testimony that the deed was made and agreed to be- 
tween Mr. Washington and himself, and that the contract or condition 
alleged in the complaint was agreed on between Mr. Washington and 
himself, and that Mrs. Washington afterwards came into the room, 
accepted the deed and paid the purchase-money, if any was paid, and 
that afterwards Mrs. Washington was informed of said conditions, and 
she assented to the same. 

To this testimony the defendant objected. Objection sustained, and 
plaintiff excepted. Plaintiff thereupon submitted to a judgment of non- 
suit, and appealed. 

It was admitted that the property in controversy formerly belonged 
to the late John C. Washington; that it was mortgaged to James A. 
Bryan, executor of James W. Bryan, for about $25,000; that while this 
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mortgage was due and unpaid, executions issued against the said John C. 
_ Washington amounting in the aggregate to many thousand dollars; that 
the equity of redemption was sold under these executions some time in 
1873, and purchased by the plaintiff, Blount, for the sum of $125; that 
in September, 1876, the said John C. Washington and wife mortgaged 
one-half of said lands (the Bryan mortgage being still unpaid, and 
unpaid now) to the defendant Knox, and again, in May, 1885, 
(232) mortgaged the whole to secure the indebtedness of said John C. to 
her; that John C. Washington died in 1887. 
Defendant Knox had no notice of any bd of any kind, as claimed 
by the plaintiff. 


W. B. Rodman, Jr., for plainteff. 
H.R. Bryan (by brief) and George Rountree for defendant Knox. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The deed being absolute upon its 
face, if the plaintiff seeks in this action to set up a trust in favor of his 
wife and children to compel the defendant, Mrs. Julia Washington, to 
convey to them, subject to her life estate, proof that she declared orally, 
after the deed to her was executed by Blount, that she assented to a pre- 
vious parol agreement between her husband and Blount, and would con- 
vey or devise the land in controversy according to its terms, would be 
insufficient to raise a trust in favor of the wife or children, and, con- 
sequently, to give the plaintiff a standing in court. Pittman v. Pittman, 
107 N. C., 159; Smiley v. Pearce, 98 N. C., 185. 

If the plaintiff had proposed to prove that the declaration of trust was 
contemporaneous with the execution of the conveyance, it would have 
been essential to have shown some outside fact corroborative of the_ 
plaintifi’s testimony, and there was no proposition (if that would have 
been sufficient) to connect it with other evidence. Shields v. Whitaker, 
82 N. C., 516; Harding v. Long, 103 N. C., 1; Smiley v. Pearce, supra; 
Williams v. Hodges, 95 N. C., 82; Hyerton v. Jones, 102 N. C., 278. 

But while the plaintiff’s counsel admits that the contract, bemg in 
parol, is voidable and cannot be enforced without the assent or despite © 
the objection of Mrs. Washington, as a general rule, he insists that the 
testimony offered, if found by the jury to be true, would bring this case 

within the principle laid down in Burns v. McGregor, 90 N. C., 
(233) 222, and approved in Hodge v. Powell, 96 N. C., 64; Walker v. 

Brooks, 99 N. ©., 207, and Boyd v. Turpin, 94 N. C., 188. The 
defendant Washington is standing strictly on the defensive. She is 
asking simply to be left undisturbed in the enjoyment of whatever right 
or interest she still retains in' the land. Her objection to the testimony 
is equivalent to a demurrer to its sufficiency, if admitted. 
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If it be admitted that the plaintiff would testify that she came into 
the room where he and her husband were conversing, when the former 
delivered to her the deed for the land, and she, in return, paid him 
whatever consideration passed, and that, subsequent to this transaction, 
she was informed of the agreement between her husband and plaintiff 
that she should devise or convey the land, subject to the estate of her- 
self and husband for their lives, still the objection that the alleged 
parol contract, being denied, cannot be enforced, is, 1t seems, insur- 
mountable. Holler v. Richards, 102 N. C., 545; Bonham v. Cravg, 
80 N. C., 224; Fortescue v. Crawford, 105 N. C., 80. It 1s impossible to 
disguise the fact that the demand of the plaintiff 1s founded exclusively 
upon a parol promise to convey or devise, made after conveyance had 
been delivered to her for a consideration, and, therefore, the agreement 
which he seeks to enforce is not supported by any consideration, and is 
void under the statute of frauds. Plaintifi’s counsel seems to concede 
that there is no ground for declaring Mrs. Washington a trustee for the 
‘wife or children of the plaintiff, or for his benefit. | 

We cannot concur in the view that the doctrine established in Burns 
v. McGregor, supra, has any application here. Jt was the folly or mis- 
fortune of the plaintiff that the agreement between the defendant Wash- 
ington and himself was not embodied in the conveyance to her, or some 
deed made contemporaneously by her, and his laches in this respect is not 
avoided or excused because the husband of the defendant induced 
him, by promises on her behalf, to execute and deliver the deed. (234) 
She paid a consideration and took the deed without contempo- 
raneous promise. She could not, even upon the payment of a considera- 
tion to her afterwards, by a mere verbal promise, ratify and give validity 
to a void parol agreement made by him, whatever she might have accom- 
plished by a writing in proper form recognizing his agency and confirm- 
ing his contract. But if the plaintiff had subsequently conveyed to her 
another tract of land, reciting in the deed that the consideration moving 
him to its execution was her parol promise to reconvey or devise the 
remainder in fee after the estate for the joint lives of herself and hus- 
band in the place known as Vernon to his wife and children, and it had 
been made to appear, as in our case, that she had encumbered Vernon by 
mortgaging it to secure a large debt, an application to a Court of Equity 
to compel her to reconvey the land last conveyed to her or to relieve Ver- 
non. of encumbrance, and execute a deed for the remainder in fee in it to 
plaintiff’s wife and children, would perhaps present a case analogous to 
those relied on. 

It does not appear that Mrs. Washington is retaining the fruits of an 
agreement which she cannot be compelled on account of coverture to 
perform, nor that she is holding property which appears from any deed 


165 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
TUCKER v. TUCKER 


or writing (valid under the statute of frauds) to have passed to her as a 
consideration for performing some verbal agreement on her part, which 
she now proposes to repudiate and shield herself from carrying it out 
by setting up the statute of frauds or the disability of coverture as a bar 
to its enforcement. Mrs. Washington holds now the equity of redemp- 
tion in Vernon plantation, having conveyed it by mortgage deed to se- 
cure the debt due to Mrs. Knox. She came into the room where her hus- 
band and plaintiff were engaged in conversation and accepted a deed for 
the place, paying a consideration, which may have been only $125, and 
_ totally inadequate, so far as the value is concerned. But the 
(235) transaction was complete, and the land passed to her discharged 
of any equity of the plaintiff growing out of the understanding 
with her husband, and. her verbal promise subsequently made could no 
more pass to the plaintiff a right to demand in equity a reconveyance 
to him, than it could operate as a declaration of trust in favor of his 
wife and children. If the plaintiff could establish his right in equity to 
demand of Mrs. Washington a reconveyance of the remainder, it would 
still devolve upon him to show that Mrs. Knox had notice of his claim 
before she loaned her money and took the len upon the land to secure 
her. But we think that there was no error In the ruling of the court 
below, and, therefore, the judgment of nonsuit must stand, so far as we 
can see from the evidence. It may be that there was additional evidence 
as to the agency of the husband that would present a new phase of 
the case. | 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Cobb v. Edwards, 117 N. C., 247. 


HENRY TUCKER v. FLORA TUCKER. 
Homestead—Tenant for Life—Statute—F orfeiture—Descent. 


1. A widow who has a homestead allotted her in the lands of her deceased . 
husband in lieu of dower is a tenant for life thereof, within the purview 
of the statutes, which provide that when “a person seized ... as tenant 
for life” shall not, within one year after sale for taxes, redeem the lands 
sold, shall forfeit to the person next in title his or her right in the 
premises. 


2. Persons born in slavery, of slave parents, and who were not legitimated by 
their parents marrying subsequent to the war, are not legitimated by 
ch. 73, Laws 1879 (C. S., 1654, Rule 18), except to the extent of inherit- 
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ing from their parents. Yet such persons have the rights of illegitimates 
between themselves, under C. 8S., 1654, Rules 9 and 10. Hence, when there 
are two brothers coming under this description, and one dies, leaving no 
issue or mother, the other brother inherits and. is next in title. 


Actiow for recovery of real estate, tried before Graves, J., at (236) 
April Term, 1890, of New Hanover. 

The case was sabiaieed upon facts agreed, from which it appeared 
that William Tucker died in 1880, seized of land in controversy, leaving 
the plaintiff, his only brother, feats no children, and the defendant, his 
widow. By proper pnee ates: the premises were allotted to the idee 
as her homestead in lieu of dower. In 1886 she listed the land for taxes, 
but failing to pay the same the land was regularly sold, after due adver- 
tisement, 7 January, 1887, and was bought by one Maria Fuller, who 
was the adopted daughter of the defendant. The defendant failed to re- 
deem the land, and on 5 January, 1889, the plaintiff, claiming to be the 
person next in title to said land, paid the tax, penalty, and cost to the 
clerk of New Hanover Superior Court, the same having been previously 
tendered by him to Maria Fuller, who declined to accept it. It is further 
admitted that the defendant is in possession, and that the plaintiff is a 
colored man, formerly a slave, as was also the husband of the defendant. 
Their mother and father lived as man and wife prior to 1868, and died 
before the abolition of slavery. Upon these facts the court rendered 
judgment in favor of defendant, and plaintiff appealed. 


No counsel for plainttff. 
T. W. Strange for defendant. 


Crark, J. The statute (Laws 1885, ch. 177, sec. 59) provides that when 
the person. “seized as tenant by curtesy or dower, as tenant for life, or in 
right of his wife,” of land which is sold for taxes thereon “shall 
not within one year after such sale redeem the same according to (237) 
law, such person shall forfeit to the person or persons next in 
title to such lands in remainder or reversion” his estate in said land, and 
that such person next in title may redeem it within one year after for- 
feiture. This section is reénacted verbatom in Laws 1887, ch. 187, sec. 
sb23 0 

The allotment of ee premises to the defendant as her homestead by 
virtue of the Constitution, Art. X, sec. 5, was an extension and pro-. 
longation of the seizin and homestead right of her husband “during her 
widowhood.” For that period she held it, was “tenant” or “holder” of 
it, protected against sale of it for his debts, and with the right to enjoy 
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the “rents and profits”; indeed, in this respect she enjoys the homestead 
more fully than her deceased husband could have done, for the rents 
and profits cannot be subjected to payment of his debts, as would be the 
case 1f he were living (Bank v. Green, 78 N. C., 247), but “inure to her 
benefit.” Such right of occupancy of the premises, with the absolute 
right to the rents and profits during widowhood, while technically not 
in all respects a tenancy for life (Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C., 166), is 
at least such within the purview and meaning of this statute. 2 Bl. 131. 
It cannot be that the premises are exempt from taxation during her 
occupancy, since the Constitution expressly provides that the homestead 
is subject to sale for taxes. Art. X, sec. 2. Nor can it be thought that 
the fee is subject to sale for nonpayment of taxes by the widow. Macay, 
ex parte, 84 N. C., 68. Indeed, the statute above cited (section 42) pro- 
vides that the sheriff’s deed shall convey only the estate which the 
delinquent had in the land. It is not a reasonable construction of the 
statute that the remainderman should be held to payment of the taxes 
for the indefinite period of the life of the widow, who meantime enjoys 
the rents and profits, under penalty of losing his ultimate right 
(238) to the fee. The reasonable and just construction is that the 
| widow, who possesses the premises and enjoys the rents and profits 
thereof “during widowhood,” comes within the class of “tenants for life” 
designated by the statute, and when she permitted her interest to be sold 
for nonpayment of taxes and failed to redeem, instead of the premises 
going out of the family the law permitted the remainderman, the “next 
in title,” to redeem it, as he elected to do, within the prescribed time. 

The defendant, therefore, comes within the words of the statute and 
was subject to forfeiture of her estate by permitting the land to be sold 
for taxes and failing to redeem it. 

It is, however, contended that the plaintiff was not “the next in title,” 
citing Tucker v. Bellamy, 89 N. C., 81, and Jones v. Hoggard, at this 
term. The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 13, legitimating the children born prior 
to 1868 of colored parents who lived together as man and wife, confers 
the right of inheriting upon the children only as to their parents’ estates, 
and not collaterally. Prior to that act, such children had only the rights 
of other illegitimates, and, by section 1281, Rules 9 and 10, could only 
inherit from their mother, when there was no legitimate child, and from 
one another. The act of 1879 (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 13) did not 
abridge the rights given by Rules 9 and 10, but extended them by con- 
ferring upon parties designated therein the right of succeeding to the 
father and also to the mother in all cases. It follows, therefore, that 
the husband of the defendant and the plaintiff were, in the eye of the 
law, as to each other, vested with the rights of illegitimates, and, upon 
the death of William Tucker, the estate descended to the plaintiff, sub- 
ject to the dower and homestead rights of the widow. 
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This case differs from the two cases above cited. In Tucker v. Bel- 
lamy, supra, the Court held that the act of 1879, Rule 13, supra, did 
not authorize the children legitimated by it “to inherit from collateral 
kindred, such as uncles and aunts.” It may be noted that this 
did not conflict with Rule 10, for, though that rule allows illegiti- (239) 
mate children to be legitimate as between themselves and their 
representatives, this contemplates that such representatives shall be 
themselves legitimate representatives of the illegitimate child. In 
Tucker v. Bellamy the plaintiffs were the illegitimate representatives 
(being born in slavery) of the Ulegitimate brother who died in slavery 
when incapable of inheriting, and, therefore, the estate of the aunt could 
not pass to them unless authorized by Rule 138, which, the Court held, 
conferred no rights to inherit upon collaterals. Rule 13 made them 
legitimate, it is true, as to their father’s estate, but they did not claim 
the estate of their father, but of their aunt. ‘In the present case, by 
virtue of emancipation and the Constitution, the plaintiff has the same 
civil rights as any other illegitimate, and, under Rule 10, can succeed 
to the estate of his illegitimate brother. Rule 13 has no application to 
this case. 

Jones v. Hoggard, ante, 178, is also saigter eile different. In that case 
the decedent left a legitimate Piciher, who was the defendant, and sev- 
eral illegitimate brothers and sisters, the plaintiffs, who were only legiti- 
mated by Rule 18. The Court held that this last rule only conferred 
- the right of inheriting. from the parents, and not from the brother. The 
decedent and the defendant in that case being legitimate brothers, Rule 
10 did not apply to plaintiffs, as here. In the present case the plaintiff 
and his brother were, of necessity, either legitimates or illegitimates. 
If legitimates, then the plaintiff was, of course, next in title; if illegiti- 
mates, there being no legitimate brother or sister, the plaintiff was 
equally next in title. 

Error. 


Cited: 8. ¢., 110 N. C., 334; Wilmington v. Sprunt, 114 N. C., 312; 


Smith v. Proctor, 1389 N. C., 323; Bettis v. Avery, 140 N. C., 190; Love 
ov. Love, 179 N. C., 118. 
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(240) 
I. C. anp A. H. MUSE v. THE LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION. 


Time—“Month”—“¥ ear”—Insurance—Contract—Statute of 
Limitations. 


1. The words “twelve months,” in the absence of any legislative definition of 
the word “month” and the word “year,” will be interpreted to mean twelve 
calendar months. 


2. A stipulation in a policy of insurance that the insured shall bring his action 
for any loss “within twelve months next after the loss shall occur” is not 
_in contravention of the general policy of the statutes of limitations, nor 
with the special statute of this State (The Code, sec. 3076) which limits 
the powers of insurance companies to make such stipulations or conditions 
to a “period less than one year from the time” of the loss. 


Morton before Graves, J., at October Term, 1890, of Moonrz. 

The defendant moved for judgment upon the face of the pleadings. 
From the pleadings it appears that the defendant made a contract to 
insure the storehouse of the plaintiffs, situate in the town of Cameron, 
North Carolina, and on'7 June, 1885, received $36 as premium, and 
delivered to the plaintiffs its policy of imsurance; that on 31 August, 
1885, the said storehouse was totally destroyed by fire; that the plaintiffs 
have demanded the sum of $1,000 for the loss, and the defendant refused 
to pay it; that a difference arose between the defendant and plaintiffs 
as to the amount of damages sustained by the plaintiffs, for which 
defendant is liable, and the parties submitted to arbitration, and the 
arbitrators awarded the sum of $793.35 to the plaintifts. 

The policy of insurance contains this stipulation: 

“Tt is furthermore expressly provided and agreed that no suit 

(241) or action against this corporation for the recovery of any claim - 
by virtue of this policy shall be sustainable in any court of law 

or chancery, unless such suit or action be commenced within twelve 
months next after the loss shall occur; and should any suit or action be | 
commenced against this corporation after the expiration of the afore- 


_ gaid twelve months, the lapse of time shall be taken and deemed conclu- 


sive evidence against the validity of such claim, any statute of limitation 
to the contrary notwithstanding.” 

The sum awarded to plaintiffs has not been paid. 

In November, 1885, the plaintiffs instituted this suit in the Superior 
Court of Moore County upon the policy of insurance, and, upon motion 
of the defendant, that action was removed for trial to the Cirenit Court 
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of the United States for the Western District of North Carolina and 
pended there until October, 1887, when a nonsuit was taken and entered 
of record. , 

On 11 October, 1887, the plaintiffs commenced a suit for the same 
cause of action in the Superior Court of Moore County. 

This action is upon the policy of insurance, and not for the sum 
awarded by the arbitrators. 

The Code, sec. 3076, provides: “No person licensed to do insurance 
business under this chapter shall limit the term within which any suit 
shall be brought against such person to a period less than one year from 
the time when the loss insured against shall occur.” 

The court denied the motion, and the defendant appealed. 


J.C. Black and A. W. Haywood for plaintiffs. 
John W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Avery, J. It seems to be established that a provision in a (242) 
policy that the insured may bring sult within twelve months 
after the loss, and not later, being in the nature of a condition prece- | 
dent, is not in contravention of the policy of the statutes of limitation, 
_ and will be upheld by the courts. May Insurance, sec. 478; O’ Laughlin 
v. Ins. Co., 11 Fed., 280; Fullom v. Ins. Co., 7 Gray, 61; Williams v. 
Ins. Co., 27 Vt., 99; Riddlebarger v. Ins. Co., 7 Wall., 886; Gray v. Ins. 
Co., 1 Blackford, 280. The weight of authority sustains the position, 
also, that “the rights of the parties in such cases are fixed by the con- 
tract,” and that the contract must be construed as requiring that the 
action which is prosecuted to judgment (not a suit begun previously) 
must be brought within twelve months after the loss occurs, unless the 
conduct of the insurer has been such as to amount to a waiver of the 
benefit of the condition. Riddlebarger’s case, supra; Arthur v. Ins. Co., 
78 N. Y., 462; McFarland v. Ins. Co., 6 W. Va., 487, and 2 Phillips 
Insurance, sec. "1983. 

The condition that the suit shall be instituted, if at ni within a year 
- after the loss. has been sustained, is reasonable and valid, In part at 
least, because the tendency of spesdy investigations, while the evidence 
is fresh, is to prevent fraudulent practices. 4 Waitt on Act. and Def., 86. 
But such stipulations, operating as forfeitures, are construed strictly, 
and comparatively slight evidences of waiver have been held sufficient 
to prevent their enforcement. Rapley v. Ins. Co., 29 Barb., 552; Ames 

v. Ins. Co., 14 N. Y., 253.. There was nothing, however, in “ie conduct 
of the company or its agents that was calculated to mislead the plaintiff 
as to its purposes and induce him to postpone instituting the action, 
nor was there evidence of evading service, or of any act showing a pur- 
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pose on the part of the company to prevent or delay the bringing of the 
suit after the plaintiff determined to take more active steps. We think, 
therefore, that there was not, under the most liberal view of the 
(243) law on that subject, sufficient evidence to go to the jury as tend- 
ing to show a waiver. Ins. Co, v. Hall, 12 Mich., 211; Ripley's 
and Arthur's cases, supra. 

So far, our views coincide fully with those expressed by the learned 
judge ey presided in the court below. 

But we do not concur in the construction given by him to section 3076 
of The Code and in the consequent conclusion that the stipulation in 
the policy was void because it was in conflict with that statute. If, 
instead of prohibiting licensed insurance’ companies from stipulating 
-that actions should begin within a shorter period than one year, the 
Legislature had, by appending an additional subsection under section 
156 of The Code, prescribed one year as the limit for bringing the 
action for a loss sustained by the assured, there would have been good 
ground for the contention that the right, of action would still subsist 
for a year after “nonsuit, reversal, or arrest of judgment,” under the 
provisions of section 166 of The Code. But his Honor’s ruling rests 
entirely upon the idea that the stipulation that no action should be sus- _ 
tainable unless it should be “commenced within twelve months next 
after the loss shall occur,” was, in effect, a limitation of the time within 
which suit might be brought “to a period less than one year,” and was 
void because in contravention of an express provision of the law. 
Twelve months, in the absence of a legislative definition of the word 
“month,” must be interpreted, according to the ordinary popular under- 
standing: as.meaning twelve calendar (not lunar) months. 2 Rapalje 
Law Dic.; Cross v. Fowler, 21 Cal., 396; Bouvier Law Dic.; 8. and L. 
Society v. Thompson, 37 Cal., 347; “Mitchell v. Woodson, 37 Miss., 567; 
Sprague v. Norway, 31 Cal., ‘114; Kimball v. Lawson, 2 Vt., 142; Wil- 
Lamson v. Farmer, 1 Bailey (S. C.), 611; Brewer v. Harris, 5 Grattan, 
285; Commissioners v. Chambers, 4 Dall. (Penn.), 133. 

The courts of this country have very generally adopted a different 

rule of construction from that which obtained in England before 
_ (244) the Revolution, because the popular sense of the word “month” 

was, in America, a calendar, not a lunar, month. Kimball ». 
Lawson, supra. On the other hand, the word “year” is interpreted to 
mean twelve calendar months. See definitions of the word; 2 Abbott 
Law Dic.; 2 Rapalje Law Dic.; 2 Bouvier Law Dic. 

We understand his Honor, however, to hold that “within one year” i 19 
necessarily “less than one year,” and, therefore, the stipulation is in 
conflict with the statute. While his construction of the language of the 
policy is more than plausible, we do not concur in it. . The law was 
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enacted to prohibit persons or corporations engaged in the business of 
insuring lives or property from inserting in policies issued a provision 
that an action for a loss could not be maintained unless it should be 
instituted before the expiration of six or ten months, or of any period 
less than one year, or twelve months. The stipulation in this case did 
not, fix the limit at less than one year, but precisely at twelve months, 
which was equivalent to a year. An agreement that the time for bring- 
ing the action should be limited to two years, or to any intermediate 
period down to and including one year, would have been valid. The 
inhibition of the statute extended only to stipulating for a time of 
limitation less than a year. We think that upon the face of the plead- 
ings, and upon the facts admitted, it was apparent that the plaintiff 
could not maintain this action, and the defendant was entitled to judg- 
ment for costs. 
Reversed. 


Cited: Dibbrell v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 206, 208, 209, 212; Lowe v. 
Accident Assn., 115 N. C., 19; Gerringer v. Ins. Co., 183 N. C., 414; 
Parker v. Ins. Co., 143 N. C., 344; Modlin v. Ins. Co., 151 N. C., 45; 
Trull v. R. #., 1b., 549; Heilig v. Ins. Co., 152 N. C., 360; Holly v. 
Assurance Co., 170 N. C., 5; Faulk v. Mystic Circle, 171 N. C., 302; 
Tatham v. Ins. Co., 181 N. C., 484. 


= | (245) 
J. W. HOLLINGSWORTH v. W.'H. TOMLINSON Et At. 


Contract—Interest—Usury—Hvidence—Principal and Surety— 
 Hxeoneration. 


1. Receipt of interest in advance of the time it would accrue is prima facie 
evidence of a binding contract to forbear and delay the time of payment 
of the principal, and no action can be maintained for such principal during 
the period covered by the agreement, unless the right to sue has been 
reserved; and, in the absence of rebutting proofs, the prima facie case 
becomes conclusive. ; 


2. The receipt of interest in advance, although upon an usurious rate, will 
support a contract to forbear, and, if made without the assent or knowl- 
edge of the surety to the obligation, will exonerate him from liability. — 


Apprar from a justice’s judgment on a note for $175 due ninety days 
after 5 November, 1886, with interest at 8 per cent, tried before Mac- 
Rae, J., at November Term, 1890, of CUMBERLAND. 
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The execution of the note was admitted, and also that the defendant 
Rosenthal and McQueen’s estate were sureties only, Tomlinson being 
principal on the note. | 

The following issue was submitted by consent of counsel: 

“Was there an arrangement between the plaintiff and the principal 
debtor, Tomlinson, unknown to and not agreed to by the sureties, by 
which the sureties are released from their obligation upon the note?” 

The burden of proof being upon the defendants, they offered the 
defendant Tomlinson, who testified that he is the principal debtor on 
the note and got the money from the plaintiff; that when he borrowed 
this money from plaintiff he was to pay a pretty good interest—17 or 
18 per cent. 

As long as he paid the interest, nothing was said. When the 
(246) note became due, there was nothing said about the principal. As 
long as he was able to continue the payment of interest, it seemed 
all right with the plaintiff. He would not swear positively that he had 
any definite conversation with plaintiff about it. The main thing that 
passed between him and plaintiff was his paying him this big interest 
and borrowing the money from him. It was under an understanding 
between plaintiff and him that he paid the 17 or 18 per cent interest. 
He did not know anything about the date of payment of interest. He 
paid him interest in advance, at the maturity of the note and when the 
endorsement was made upon the note. He could not remember how 
long he paid interest, but he did until he got so he could not pay. He 
paid interest on it a good long time after it was due. 

Neither of the sureties knew anything about his paying this 18 per 
cent interest. 

This action was begun on 15 March, 1889. “ 

George Rosenthal testified, for defendants, that he is surety on this 
note; that he never knew of any arrangement between Mr. Tomlinson 
and the plaintiff about the payment of interest and the principal not 
being called for; that he never assented to it. A month or so before 
this action was brought, plaintiff came and told witness: “Here, I have 
got your endorsement.” Witness said: “What endorsement?” Plaintiff 
then told witness about these notes. At that time this endorsement was 
on the note: “Interest paid up to 5 May, 1888.” Witness said: “What 
made you keep these notes until McQueen was dead and Tomlinson not 
able to pay?’ THe made no reply, except “I have got your endorse- 
ment.” | 

The plaintiff offered no evidence. 

The presiding judge instructed the jury that there was no evidence 
that there was any agreement between plaintiff and the principal 
debtor, Tomlinson, by which the sureties were released. 
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Defendants excepted to all of the charge. The jury, under (247) 
instructions, responded to the issue, “No.” 
Judgment for plaintiffs, and defendants appealed. 


George M. Rose for plaintiff. 
T. H. Sutton for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, J. The only issue submitted to the jury was as follows: 
“Was there any arrangement between the plaintiff and the principal 
debtor, Tomlinson, unknown to and not agreed to by the sureties, by 
which the sureties are released from their obligation upon tha note?” 

His Honor held that there was no evidence of any such agreement, 
and the issue was answered in the negative. 

It is true that the witness Tomlinson (the principal in the note) did 
not testify in express terms that there was an agreement to forbear for _ 
any definite time, but, considering the whole testimony, we think that 
there was sufficient evidence to have warranted an affirmative finding 
of the issue. The note matured on 5 February, 1887, and Tomlinson 
testified that at that time he paid the plaintiff interest in advance, when 
an endorsement was made upon the note. The endorsement is as fol- 
lows: “Interest paid up to 5 May, 1888.” 

“The general rule is, that the reception of interest in advance upon 
a note is prima facie evidence of a binding contract to forbear and delay 
the time of payment, and no suit can be maintained against the maker 
during the period for which the interest has been paid, unless the right 
to sue be reserved by the agreement of the parties. The payment of the 
interest in advance is not of itself a contract to delay, but is evidence 
of such contract; and while this evidence may be rebutted, yet, in the 
absence of any rebutting evidence, it becomes conclusive.” Brandt on 
Suretyship, 305. The fact that, when the interest was paid, | 
nothing was said about the principal, does not of itself rebut the (248) 
“orima facre evidence of the binding contract” of forbearance; 
for such a contract “need not be in express terms, nor proved by direct 
evidence. . . . It is sufficient if a mutual understanding and intention 
to that effect are proved. If the parties act upon the terms of an 
imphed agreement to that effect, it will be sufficient.” Brandt, supra, 
304. 

The testimony as to the dealings between the plaintiff and the princi- 
pal debtor, so far from rebutting, very strongly sustains the proma facie 
evidence of an agreement to forbear, resulting from the payment of the 
interest in advance. His Honor was, perhaps, influenced in his ruling by 
the case of Bank v. Inneberger, 83 N. C., 454, in which it was held that 
usurious interest, either promised or actually paid, would not support a 
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contract of forbearance. The ruling in that case was modified in Carter 
v. Duncan, 84 N. C., 676, the attention of the Court not having been 
called to Scott v. Harris, 76 N. C., 205, and other previous decisions. © 
So it is now well settled that “the exoneration of the surety is the same 
when the contract of forbearance is usurious in terms, and especially 
when the consideration has been paid.” Forbes v. Sheppard, 98 N. C., 
111. For the foregoing reasons, we think there should be a 
New trial. 


Cited: Scott v. Fisher, 110 N. C., 313; Fleming v. Barden, 126 N.C., 
455; S.c., 127 N. C., 216; Smith v. Parker, 181 N. C., 471; Revell v. 
Thrash, 182 N. C., 805. | 


(249) 
THOMAS J. SMITH v. R. W. HICKS. 


Reference—Exceptions—T rial by Jury—Waiver. 


J. An order referring a cause to a referee, “under The Code, to determine all 
issues of law and fact, and make report,” neither party objecting, is not 
a compulsory reference, and is a waiver of trial by jury. 


2. Upon exceptions to the finding of fact by a referee, under a consent refer- 
ence, the court may review such finding and overrule or modify it; but 
it is error to submit an issue thereon to a jury as a matter of right to the 
party excepting. 


3. An order of reference, by consent, will not ordinarily be stricken out without 
the consent of both parties thereto. 


Apprat at November Term, 1890, of Cumprrtanp, from MacRae, J. 

The action involved the taking of an account. At May Term of the 
Superior Court of 1889 the court entered this order of reference, neither 
party objecting: 

“This case coming on to be heard, it is considered and adjudged by 
the court that this cause be referred to Neill W. Ray, Esq., under The 
Code, to determine all issues of law and fact, and make report to this 
court.” 

At a subsequent term the referee filed his report, whereby 1t appears 
that he found from the evidence the amount of the debt due from the 
plaintiff to the defendant, and the mortgage of property to secure the 
same, etc. At the same term the plaintiff filed an exception to the 
report of the referee, as follows: “For that the referee finds that the 
note and mortgage from plaintiff to defendant were not satisfied by the 
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sale and delivery of the still and fixtures by the defendant to W. B. 
Owen, whereas he ought to have found that the said note and mortgage 
were satisfied by said sale and delivery.” To which finding the plaintiff 
excepts and asks that an issue may be submitted to the jury to determine. 
whether the sale and delivery of the still and fixtures by the defendant 
to W. B. Owen were in satisfaction of the note and mortgage from 
plaintiff to defendant. | - 

At a subsequent term the defendant moved to confirm the report, and 
the plaintiff insisted upon his exception and the submission of his sug- 
gested issue to a jury. The court thereupon entered this order: | 

“This cause being heard, on motion to confirm the report, the plaintiff 
insists that the reference is compulsory, and the court, upon 
hearing the order, is of opinion that the reference is under The (250) 
Code, and not a consent reference.” So announced, and the 
defendant excepted. 

At a subsequent term the court submitted to the jury this issue: 
“Was the debt and mortgage satisfied by a sale of the still to Owen?’ 
To this defendant objected and excepted. The jury wepondes to the 
issue, “Yes.” 

Much evidence was produced on the trial, and there were divers excep- 
tions, both to evidence and to instructions given to the jury, and others 
upon the ground that the court refused to give special instructions asked 
for by him, but these need not be reported, except the following: 

1. That the court did not confirm the report and findings of the 
referee and render judgment accordingly in favor of the defendant. 

2. That the court submitted an issue to the jury after an issue agreed 
upon by the plaintiff and defendant had been passed upon by the referee 
and decided in favor of the defendant. 

3. That the court decided that the reference was not a consent refer- 
ence. 

4, That. the issue submitted to the jury was based upon plaintiff’s 
exception to the report of the referee, and was calculated to mislead, 
and instead thereof, the issue, if any, should have been the same as 
passed upon by the rereres: 

Upon the verdict of the jury the court sustained the exception to the 
report of the referee, and required that the same be made to conform to 
the verdict. The court itself did not review the findings of fact by the 
referee, but founded its action simply upon the verdict of the jury. 

There was a judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 


R. P. Buxton for plaintiff. 
H. McD. Robinson for defendant. 
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(251) Merron, C. J. The defendant’s counsel insisted, on the 

argument here, that the reference was made by the court with 
the consent of the parties, and, therefore, the court itself should have 
reviewed the findings of fact by the referee and approved, modified, or 
reversed the same, and should not have submitted the issue of fact to 
the jury. We are of that opinion, and, therefore, the first exception 
must be sustained. 

The nature of the action was such as to require an account to be 
taken. To that end, the court made the order of reference in the pres- 
ence of the parties and their counsel. In the absence of objection, the 
reasonable and just implication and inference was that they assented to 
and sanctioned it. That they did, and that such a reference is made by 
consent, is clearly settled by numerous decisions of this Court. More- 
over, such consent is in effect a waiver of the right to a trial by jury. 
The parties thus consented that the referee might find the facts, subject 
to the right and duty of the court in a proper case to supervise such 
findings. Armfield'v. Brown, 70 N. C., 27; Atkinson v. Whitehead, T7 
N. C., 418; White v. Utley, 86 N. C., 415; Grant v. Hughes, 96 N. C., 
177; Nissen v. Mining Co., 104 N. C., 809; Morrisey v. Swinson, rb., 
555; Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 434; and there are other like cases. — 

The defendant objected to submitting the issue of fact to the jury. 
The court ought not to have compelled him to submit to the trial by 
jury, because, as the parties assented to the.reference, the order in that 
respect would not ordinarily be stricken out or materially modified with- 
out the consent of both parties. Perry v. Tupper, 77 N. ©., 413; Flem- 
ong v. Roberts, ib., 415; White v. Utley, supra; Patrick v. R. R., 101 

N. C., 602; Morrisey v. Swinson, supra. 
‘The plaintiff’s counsel insisted, on the argument, that if the plaintiff 
was not entitled to a trial by jury (as he insisted he was) because of the 
reference, still the court might submit the issue of fact to the 
(252) jury with a view to aid itself in the exercise of its supervising 
control over the findings of fact by the referee. If it be granted | 
that in some cases the court might, for such purposes, submit issues of 
fact to a jury, it did not, nor did 1t purport. to do so in this case. It 
proceeded erroneously on the ground that the reference was compulsory, 
and, therefore, the plaintiff was entitled to a trial by jury; it hence 
framed what it deemed an appropriate issue, submitted the same to a 
jury, and upon their verdict founded its judgment, without itself review- 
ing the findings of fact by the referee in any respect or at all. The prime | 
error of the court consisted in treating the order of reference as compul- 
sory. It should have held that it was assented to by the parties, and 
proceeded to review the findings of fact by the referee and sustained or 
overruled, in whole or in part, the exception, and given judgment ac- 
cordingly. | 
Error. 178 
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Cited: Blalock v. Mfg. Co., 110 N. C., 107; Deaver v. Jones, 114 
N. C., 652; Driller Co. v. Worth, 117 N. C., 518; Kerr v. Hicks, 129 
N. C., 144: Baggett v. Wilson, 152 N. C,, 182; Lance v. Fussell, 157 
N. ©., 453. 


_E. F. MOORE v. JOSEPH RAY. 
Contract—When Right of Action Baas 


A chattel mortgage contained a stipulation that if the mortgagor failed to pay 
the debt secured, “on or before maturity,” the mortgagee might take pos- 
‘session of the mortgaged property and sell: Held, (1) that the mortgagor © 

had the entire day of maturity within which to make payment, and that 
an action begun by the mortgagee upon that day for the recovery of the 
property, although he had previously demanded the possession, was pre- 
mature; (2) that if the contract had provided that the mortgagee might 
take possession at maturity, in case of default, yet, to enable him to com- 
mence his action on that day, he must allege and prove that he had previ- 
ously on that day made demand, not only for the possession of the prop- 
erty included in the mortgage, but for the payment of the debt. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY, tried at November Term, 1890, of Cum- (253) 
BERLAND, before MacRae, J. 

Appeal by defendant. 

The facts are stated in the opinion. 


George M. Rose for plaintiff. 
LT. H, Sutton for defendant. 


Avery, J. We think the summons was issued before the plaintiff’s 
right of action accrued, and, of course, if it appeared that he had no 
standing in court, then he cannot maintain his suit now. 

The plaintiff, E. F. Moore, claimed the property as mortgagee in 
several chattel mortgages executed by the defendant Ray to him on 12 
April, 1888, to secure the payment of notes which would become due 
1 November, 1888. The property was conveyed upon a special trust, 
which was expressed in each of the mortgages as follows: “That if I 
fail to pay said debt and interest on or before maturity, then he may 
take into his possession and sell said property and crop, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, by auction, for cash, first giving twenty 
days notice at three public places, and apply the proceeds. of such sale 
to the discharge of said debt and interest on the same, and pay any sur- 


plus to me.” 
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The plaintiff, Moore, caused summons to be issued on 1 November, 
1888, the day on which the notes fell due, and seized the mortgaged 
crops conveyed. After execution of the notes, and before the suit was 
brought, they were assigned to the Peoples N ational Bank of Fayette- 
ville by Moore, and discounted by the bank. In the complaint it is 
alleged that the plaintiff, Moore, had demanded the possession of the 
property, but there was neither allegation nor proof that a demand was 

made on 1 November, 1888, and before the issue of the summons 
(254) on the same day, for payment of the notes executed by the de- 
fendant, and shown to be, on that day, held by the bank as 
assignee. : 

It was error to instruct the jury that if they believed the plaintiff 
was the owner of the mortgages described in the complaint, and that 
said mortgages had not been paid on 1 November, 1888, he was entitled 
to the possession of the property. It is evident that the parties intended 
to stipulate, and did agree, that the plaintiff should have the right to 
take possession of the property after default in payment of the notes, 
and also after the expiration of the day when the notes should fall 
due. The plaintiff, under the mortgages, had power to seize and sell on 
failure to pay the notes, with interest, “on or before maturity,” and this 
special provision of the trust cannot be fairly interpreted to mean the 
same as the words “at maturity,” usually employed in such instruments. 
The general rule as to negotiable instruments, payable at a particular 
place, as well as at a fixed time, is, that if payment. be demanded and 
refused, or if no one be found to answer at the place of payment on the 
day of maturity, the bill or note may be treated as dishonored, notice 
may be given, and the drawee or endorser held liable; but, in the absence 
of such demand or default in appearing at the place of payment, the 
maker or accepter has the privilege of paying at any time-during the 
day, and even though in the course of the day he should refuse payment, 
if he subsequently, before its expiration, pay the amount due, he dis- 
charges the debt, and the dishonor becomes of no avail. 2 Daniel Neg. 
Inst., sec. 1235. 

Tt. was obviously the intention of the parties to place payments made 
on the day of maturity on the same footing with those made before, 
between the execution and the first of November. By the special agree- 
ment of the parties, the property could no more be seized on that day 
than at any time between. 12 April and 1 November. But if the right 

to take possession of and sell had, by the terms of the trust, 
(255) accrued “at maturity,” 1t would have been necessary to allege 
and prove, not simply a demand and refusal of the possession of 
the mortgaged property, but also refusal to pay the amount due on the 
notes on demand made during the day and before issuing summons. 
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The judge below should have instructed the jury that, upon the pleading 
and evidence, the plaintiff could not recover. It is not necessary that we 
should decide other questions discussed by counsel in this Court. There 
was error in the charge of the court, for which a new trial must be 
granted. 

Error. 


J. M. MALLARD er at. v. J. L, PATTERSON, Apr. or ANN PATTERSON. 
Administration—Distribution—Creditor’s Bill—Pleading. 


1. It is the duty of an administrator to pay all the debts against his intestate 
before he distributes any portion of the estate to the next of kin, provided 
such debts are presented to him for payment within twelve months next 
after publication of notice to creditors, as required by C. S., ©9; but, as 

' against claims presented after that period, he will not be chargeable with 
any distribution he may have made, in good faith, to the next of kin. 


2. It is discretionary with the court to allow a pleading to be filed after the 
period within which it should have been filed, and to attach conditions or 
limitations to the matters which may be set up in such pleading. 


CREDITOR’s BILL, In JrEDELL, heard upon exceptions to report, before 
Bynum, J., at November Term, 1890. | 
It appears that Ann Patterson died intestate in the county of Iredell 
before 4 October, 1875, and on that day the defendant was appointed 

and qualified as anininiarratar of her estate, and gave notice to 

all persons having claims against the estate to exhibit the same (256) 
to him within twelve months, ete., as required by the statute 

(The Code, see. 1421; now C. S., 99). 

The defendant brought an action against certain parties, which was 
not determined until after the lapse of several years, and then adversely 
to him. In the meantime he had failed to wind up and administer the 
estate in his hands according to law. Within twelve months next after 
he gave notice to creditors to present their claims, he paid to certain of 
the next of kin of the intestate considerable sums of money on account 
of their respective distributive shares, and took their receipts for the - 
same. 

On 3 February, 1883, the plaintiffs brought this special proceeding in 
behalf of themselves and all other creditors of the said intestate to com- 
pel the defendant to an account of his administration and to pay the 
creditors what might be payable to them, respectively. The defendant 
was duly served with a summons of 19 February, 1883. On 3 March, 
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1883, the plaintiffs filed their complaint, alleging a cause of action and 
the indebtedness of the intestate to them, respectively,-for divers sums 
of money. Thereupon the clerk advertised for all creditors of the intes- 
tate to appear before him, on or before the time designated, and file 
evidence of their claims, etc. Afterwards, on 9 April, 1883, the defend- 
ant moved to dismiss the proceeding because the advertisement was not 
regular and was insufficient. The motion was denied, and fresh adver- 
tisement made. The defendant did not then answer the complaint, but 
the court gave time to answer until 21 May, 1883. 

Afterwards a further advertisement was made for creditors to present 
their claims on or before 7 September, 1889. Notice was also served 
upon the defendant to appear before the clerk on the same day to exhibit, 

on oath, a list of all claims against his intestate’s estate, etc. 
(257) Afterwards, on 1 October, 1889, upon affidavit filed, the defend- 

ant moved to be allowed to file his verified answer to the com- 
plaint. The complaint was verified when filed. An answer, unverified, 
was found among the papers, but, when it was filed, did not appear. 
After contention of the parties, the clerk allowed the defendant to file an 
answer in which he might “set up only meritorious pleas, to wit, allowed 
him to set up only pleas of payment, counterclaims, or set-offs which he 
might have,” but he was not allowed to plead the statute of limitations. 
The defendant excepted. 

Afterwards the clerk examined claims presented by creditors of the 
intestate, heard evidence, etc., ete., filed his report of account stated, éte. 
To this report the defendant filed divers exceptions, which were not sus- 
tained. The clerk gave judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defendant 
appealed to the judge of the court in term-time. 

The court, in term-time, overruled all the defendant’s exceptions, 
found the facts to be as found by the clerk, and affirmed his rulings, and 
gave judgment upon the report for the plaintiffs, and the defendant, 
having excepted, appealed. 


W. M. Robbins for plaintiffs. 
Armfield & Turner (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: This proceeding has been 
greatly delayed and neglected by the parties, particularly so by the 
defendant, and possibly to his prejudice in respects not remediable here. 
We can only deal with errors assigned, or such as appear upon the ae 
of the record proper. 

The plaintiffs, in the orderly course of procedure, filed their ‘csditied 
complaint, alleging sufficiently a cause of action. The defendant was 
allowed time to file his answer. This he did not do aprenpey- An 
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answer appears among the papers—when this was placed among (258) 
them does not appear—and it was not verified. It was, there- _ 
fore, no sufficient pleading, and could not be treated as such, cer- 
tainly in the face of objection. Alford v. McCormac, 90 N. C., 151. 
After the lapse of five years or more, the defendant asked to be allowed 
to verify this answer, or to file a new one properly verified. Clearly, he 
was not entitled to do so, as of right. It was discretionary with the 
court to allow or disallow his application, or grant the same, with limita- 
tions. The court allowed him to answer, alleging “meritorious” de- 
fenses, but not to avail himself of the statute of hmitations. This the 
court might do, and its exercise of discretion in such respect 1s not 
reviewable in this Court. | 

The first four exceptions to the account stated by the clerk relate to 
his refusal to allow the defendant credit for certain sums of money paid 
by him to certain of the next of kin of his intestate within twelve: 
months next after his first publication of notice to creditors of his intes- 
tate to present their claims to him, ete. 

Regularly, the administrator should pay all debts due creditors before 
he distributes the estate, or any part of it, to the next of kin of his 
intestate. He fails to do so at his peril, unless the claim was not pre- 
sented to him until after the lapse of twelve months next after the first 
publication of notice given by him to creditors to present their claims as 
required by the statute (Code, 1421, now C. §., 45). In the latter case, 
in an action upon such claim, he will not be chargeable with such sums of 
money as he may have paid in satisfaction of distributive shares. The 
statute (Code, 1428, now C.S., 101) so expressly provides. In this case 
not a single claim sued upon, or the subject of this proceeding, was, so far 
as appears, presented to the defendant within twelve months from the 
first publication of the general notice to creditors to present their claims 
to the defendant, and the sums of money paid by him to distributees were 
all paid years before this proceeding began. The statute just cited pro- 
vides that, in such case, “the executor, administrator, or collector 
shall not be chargeable for any assets that he may have paid in (259) 
satisfaction of any debts, legacies, or distributive shares before 
such action was commenced.” The purpose is to relieve administrators, 
executors and collectors from liability for assets they may pay or dis- 
tribute to a person or persons entitled to have the same, as to claims not 
presented within twelve months after the first publication of general . 
notice to creditors, and as well to facilitate and encourage the prompt ° 
settlement of the estates of deceased persons. 

It may be that, if an administrator should, with knowledge of exist- 
ing debts neainet his intestate’s estate, collusively so pay or distribute 
assets to creditors or distributees, he would not be relieved from lability 
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as to debts not so presented, but, so far as we can see, no fraud or collu- 
sion is imputed to the defendant in this case. We are, therefore, of 
opinion. that the defendant ought not to have been charged with the 
several sums of money he paid to the distributees. | 

We have examined the other exceptions, and think that they are with- 
out merit. It will serve no useful purpose to advert to them further. 

There is error. The account must be corrected in accordance with this 
opinion, and the judgment accordingly modified, and, as so modified, 
affirmed. 

Error. Judgment modified. 


Cited: Griffin v. Light Co., 111 N. C., 488; McMillan v, Baxley, 112 
N. C., 583; Kruger v. Bank, 123-N. C., 17; Cantwell v. Herring, 127 
N. C., 82; Best v. Mortgage Co., 181 N. C., 71. 


(260) . 


J. H. SCROGGS, Apmr. or A. R. SIMONTON, v. J. H. STEVENSON, Apur. 
or J. KF, ALEXANDER, ET At. 


Res Judicata—Practice—Hacepting. 


Where the Supreme Court passes seriatim upon a number of exceptions to a 
report, sustaining some and overruling others, the court below should pro- 
ceed in accordance with the respective rulings, notwithstanding the record 
of the entry in this Court should be that the judgment below was 
“affirmed.” Such reeord is not such a judgment as needs to be amended 
in this Court, and such entry is not res judicata. 


Morton before Bynum, J., at November Term, 1890, of Ireprtt. 

Among the exceptions heard by Judge Avery, and which Judge Mac- 
Rae refused to rehear at previous terms, are the following, numbered 
3 and 4. (See case reported, 100 N. C., 354, ) 

“3. That the judge of probate has deducted from the general fund due 
the legatees the full amount of advancements made to J. B. Simonton, 
which exceeds his distributive share in said estate, and, instead of divid- 
ing the whole distributive share amongst all the logatees except said 
J. B. Simonton’s heirs, he has deducted the said advancements of 
$1,353.33, and also the full amount of the distributive share of said 
J. B. Simonton from the general fund. 

“4. It having been shown to the judge of probate that J: B. Simon- 
ton’s advancements exceed his distributive share, and this fact appearing 
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from his report, he should have divided the general fund of $7,752.51 
into five equal shares, and to have excluded the distributees of J. B. 
Simonton from any pro rata of said estate.” 

The defendant M. V. McElwee, executrix of M. M. Alexander, being 
of the opinion that the Supreme Court had sustained the two 
above exceptions of the testatrix, made the following motion: (261) 

“Defendant M. V. McElwee, executrix of M. M. Alexander, 
moves the court that J. B. Simonton’s share in the fund for distribution 
in the estate of A. R. Simonton be excluded from the account, inasmuch 
as he has been advanced largely in excess of his share, and that the 
division be confined to the other distributees in said estate in accordance 
with the decision of the Supreme Court rendered at February Term, 
1888, and that said report be re-referred to J. H. Hill, clerk Superior 
Court, with instructions to reform said report in accordance with said 
decision.” 

His Honor, being of opinion the matter in these exceptions was res 
judicata, and that the Supreme Court had affirmed the actions of the 
former judges, overruled said motion, and the defendant McElwee ex- 
cepted and appealed. 


Armfield & Turner (by brief) for defendant. 
D. M. Furches for Simonton’s heirs. 


Crark, J. The only question presented by this appeal is, “Did this 
Court, at February Term, 1888, sustain exceptions 3 and 4 of M. M. 
Alexander to the report of J. B. Connelly ?”’ 

An examination of the opinion in 100 N. C., on p. 359, shows that 
the Court (Smith, C. J.) sustained those exceptions in clear and unmis- 
takable language. The court below should, therefore, have allowed 
defendant’s motion for a re-reference to correct the account in accord- 
ance with said opinion, the motion having been made in apt time. His 
Honor was probably misled by the words, “No error, affirmed,” at the 
end of the opinion, which was a mere inadvertence, arising, doubtless, 
from the fact that there were many exceptions, which were all held 
against the appellant, save those two, and the case in the main was 
affirmed. This case differs somewhat from Cook v. Moore, 100 
N. C., 294, and Summerlin v. Cowles, 107 N. C., 459, in which (262) 
there was a similar inadvertence in a case where the judgment 
here was in its nature final, and a motion was properly made and 
allowed in this Court to correct it. In the present case the Court ruled 
- serratum on several exceptions, sustaining two, overruling the others, 
and, sending the case back for further action. The court below should 
have followed the decision of the Court, and not the formal conclusion ; 
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and no motion here to correct was absolutely necessary, there being’ no 
final judgment, and the costs of the former appeal being properly ad- 
judged. , 

Error. 


Cited: S. v. Marsh, 134 N. C., 187; Durham v. Cotton Mills, 144 — 
N.C., 715. : 


\ 


B. F. GRAVES, Apmr. or A. HINES, v. M. B. HINES eT AL. 


Dower—H omestead. 


The decision in Watts v. Leggett, 66 N. C., 197, in respect to the assignment of 
dower to widow and allotment of homestead to heirs at law of deceased 
persons, is again affirmed. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING by the plaintiff for license to sell lands of his 
intestaté to pay debts, heard at Fall Term, 1889, ot Surry, before Gdl- 
mer, d. 

The clerk of the Superior Court of Surry made an order, siving the 
administrator license to sell all the lands of his intestate, ‘subject to the © 
widow’s dower, and in no way recognizing or providing for the rights of 
the infant children, defendants, to have the homestead exemption allotted 
to them for their use, unless it appear from such order. 

From this order the defendants appealed to the Superior Court. 

The clerk of the Superior Court not having found the facts, 
(263) when the matter came to be heard on appeal, the statement of 
facts was agreed to, as follows: 

1. That A. Hines died in June, 1887, seized and possessed of the real 
estate deseribed in the petition of the administrator in the manner 
hereinafter stated. 

2. That he was indebted, as stated in the petition, and that the per- 
sonal property is insufficient, as stated in the petition, and that a sale of 
so much of the real estate as is liable to be sold is necessary to pay debts. 
3, That Hines was married: in the year 1878; that he left him sur- 
viving his widow, aged 29 years, and children, to wit, Mary G., 8 years 
old; Margaret S., 5 years old, and Jesse F., 2 years old; all of whom are 
still living. | 

4, That he occupied and lived in a dwelling-house situate on the tract 
of land lying and being in the town of Mount Airy, adjoining the lands 
of R. S. Gilmer and others, containing, in all, about 29 acres, which he 
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hhad purchased, from 1879 to July, 1886; that in July, 1886, his wife, 
failing in health, left Mount Airy for treatment, and he, with his chil-. 
dren, went to the home of his father-in-law, carrying with him part of 
his personal property and household goods, a part being left in said 
dwelling, and abode at the home of his father-in-law until his death, in 
June, 1887. 

5. That prior to June, 1886, he bought Rhes and brick, and selected 
' a site for a residence on the Hambare Mills property, which material he 
subsequently sold in 1886. The Hamburg Mills property had been con- 
veyed in trust to J. C. Buxton and was encumbered to nearly its full 
value, and, being so encumbered, was, soon after his death, sold under 
the trust, and a surplus of $300 realized, out of which surplus the use of 
$100 was allotted to the widow as a part of her dower. 

6. That the widow did not have a homestead in her own right, (264) 
and she applied for dower, which was allotted to her, embrac- 
ing the dwelling-house on the land hereinbefore described, to wit, “a 
tract of land lying and being in the town of Mount Airy, and adjoining 
the lands of R. 8. Gilmer and others, which allotment was worth, by 
estimate, $2,500, and which she is now in possession of.” 

7. That Hines did not have his homestead laid off in his lifetime; that 
during his lifetime the tract of land lying in the town of Mount Airy, 
and adjoining the lands of R. 8S. Gilmer and others, had been laid off 
into town lots, with streets running between, and certain of said lots 
having been sold, about thirty-five half-acre lots remained, outside of — 
those covered by the dower allotted to the widow, all of which lots were 
estimated in value by the appraisers in laying off the dower. | 

8. The defendants, the infant children of the said Hines, claim that 
they are entitled to the homestead exemption, and that it may be allotted 
to them in lands outside of the lands covered by the dower. 

Upon this statement of facts the court pronounced judgment, as 
follows: 

“It appearing the widow, M. B. Hines, has had her dower duly 
assigned to her, and that the same is worth $3,000, it is, therefore, con- 
sidered, ordered and adjudged by the court that the defendants, as minor 
heirs of A. Hines, deceased, are entitled to a homestead, upon proper 
application therefor, and that the same cannot be allotted and set apart 
to them out of the land not covered by the widow’s dower; and it is, 
therefore, considered, ordered and adjudged that the prayer of the 
defendants, asking that homestead be allotted them from land not in- 
cluded and embraced in the said widow’s dower, be and the same is dis- 
allowed.” 

From this judgment the defendants appealed and assigned as 
error: (265) 
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1. That the infant defendants are entitled to have their home- 
stead exemption allotted to them in this proceeding, and are not required 
to make any other application therefor. 

2. That the homestead exemption of the infant defendants must be 
allotted to them on the lands covered by the dower of the widow; that 
such homestead is not liable to be sold until the youngest of said defend- 
ants arrives at full age, and the court rer in directing a sale of the 
se) interest. 

. That the court erred in declaring the infant Fe ente were not 
titled to have the homestead exemption in lands outside of the dower. 


R. L. Haymore (by brief) for plaintrff. 
S. P. Graves and John Devereux, Jvr., for defendants, 


Per Curiam: The very point in this case was passed upon in Watts v. 
Leggett, 66 N. C., 197, and decided adversely to the claims of the defend- 
ants. The view there taken by the Court has been long regarded as the 
settled law of this State, and has been frequently approved in subsequent 
decisions, notably in McAfee v. Bettis, 72 N. C., 28, and Gregory v. Ells, 
86 N. C., 579. In the latter case the opinion in Watts v. Leggett is 
quoted at some length by Ashe, J., and entirely approved by the Court 
as to the particular point now in question. We have been much im- 
_ pressed with the able argument of the counsel for the defendants, but are 
of the opinion that it is better to adhere to the previous rulings of the 
Court, that there 1s nouns which imperatively demands their reversal. 

Agirmad. 


Cited: Morrisett v. Ferebee, 120 N. C., 8. 


(266) 


J. M. MITCHELL v. PATSY TEDDER. 


Appeal. 


When, the transcript of the record is not accompanied by a case on appeal 
(where such case is required), and no error appears in the record, the 
Supreme Court will, upon motion, or may, ex mero motu, affirm the judg- 
ment rendered below, unless good cause is shown for the apparent laches 
of the appellant. 


Appear from Wiixss, Fall Term, 1889, Gilmer, J. 
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W. W. Barber for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


CrarK, J. When this case was before us at last term (107 N. C., 
358) there was no “case settled on appeal,” and we held that judgment 
below might be properly affirmed. But as no motion to that end had © 
been made by the appellee, instead of entering such judgment ex mero 
motu, as might have been done, the case’ was remanded, to give the 
appellant another opportunity to have the case settled. This was four 
months since. When the cause was regularly called, in its order, at this 
term, it appeared that no “case settled” had yet been filed. There is no 
affidavit negativing laches, and no application for certiorari based 
thereon. Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 N. C., 562. Appellees have rights, 
as well as appellants, and among them is the right to an affirmance of 
the judgment of the court below, when the appellant displays such 
laches in presenting his case for review in this Court. 

Nor are we inadvertent to the fact that this is an action in ejectment, 
in which the defendant was permitted to defend without giving bond, 
_ and has also appealed to this Court without security. The action 
was begun four years ago, and the plaintiff, who, by the verdict (267) 
of the jury and the judgment of the court below, was adjudged 
(over eighteen months ago) the owner and entitled to the possession of 
the premises, is kept out of the same and from enjoyment of the rents 
and profits, without any hope of recovering compensation for the deten- 
tion of any of the costs and disbursements of so protracted a litigation. 
The appellant has no right to speculate upon the chances of further 
delay and the profitableness of negligence. There being no error on the 
face of the record, the motion of the appellee to affirm the judgment must 
be allowed. 

Affirmed. 


Otted: Johnston v. Whitehead, 109 N. C., 209; Lovie v. Ins. Co., ib., 
303. | 


MOSES CAREY v. W. J. CAREY ET AL. 
Attorney and Clrent—Evidence—Issues. 


1. The rule which excludes evidence of communications between attorney and 
clients as privileged does not extend to those cases where the witness was 
counsel for both parties, or to communications between the parties in the 
presence of counsel, or when made by one party to the attorney of the 
other. . 
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2. A mortgagee is a competent witness to the fact of the payment of a debt 
and the cancellation of a mortgage to secure it, as against a deceased 
mortgagor, if it appears the witness has no interest in the controversy. 
(The opinion, on this point, in this case, 104 N. C., 175, overruled.) 


3. If a party assent to the submission of an improper issue, he will not be per- 
mitted to make it the ground of exception. 


Apprat at November Term, 1890, of Granvitxe, from Machae, J. 
Action to set up a trust in favor of plaintiff in a tract of land. 
The plaintiff is the father of Simeon Carey, deceased, and the 
(268) defendants are the children and widow of the said Simeon. A deed 
in fee simple for the land was executed by one D. W. Wheeler 
and wife to said Simeon Carey, on 20 October, 1877. A mortgage on 
the same land was executed by Simeon to one K. T. Roycroft of same 
date. This mortgage has since been canceled of record by said Roycroft. 
The plaintiff alleges that he paid one-half of the purchase-money for the 
land; that the title was made to Simeon Carey for the whole thereof for 
temporary convenience of them both. The plaintiff seeks to have the de- 
fendants, heirs at law of said Simeon, declared trusteese as to one un- 
divided half of the land for the benefit of the plaintiff. 

Plaintiff asked that the first issue tendered be amended by the addi- 
tion of the words, “or for the convenience of both ‘parties as alleged.” 
This was assented to by defendants, and the issues as framed were then 
as follows: ) : | 

1. Was the name of Moses Carey omitted for the deed from D. W. 
Wheeler by mistake, or for convenience of both parties, as alleged ?. 

2. Did Moses Carey pay any part of the purchase-money of the land? 
Tf so, how much? 

3. Is the cause of action barred by the statute of limitations? 

Upon the trial it was admitted by the defendants’ counsel that the 
action was not barred by the statute of limitations; and it was admitted 
by plaintiff’s counsel that the name of Moses Carey was not omitted from 
the deed from Wheeler through mistake. 

K. T. Royeroft, to whom was made the mortgage from Simeon Carey, 
a witness for plaintiff, was asked by plaintiff’s counsel, “Was the date of 
the cancellation of the mortgage to you from Simeon Carey, as appears 
of record, the true date of the last payment to you on the mortgage 
debt ?” 

Objected to by defendants. Objection sustained and plaintiff 
(269) excepted. 

R. W. Winston, Esq., was then called as a witness for plaintiff. 
Plaintiff’s counsel proposed to show by Mr. Winston that this action was 
brought by him, as counsel for both plaintiff and defendants, for the pur- 
pose of having the respective rights of the parties adjusted by the aid 
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of the court that upon some disagreement arising between the plaintiff 
and the defendant Jennie Carey, the pleadings which had been filed 
were withdrawn by leave of the court, and the plaintiff thereafter noti- 
fied to employ other counsel; also, to show what transpired between 
the plaintiff and defendant Jennie Carey in reference to the settlement 
of the title to the land. Mr. Winston stated that he was representing 
the defendant Mrs. Carey, who was the guardian of her children, that he 
was not representing Moses Carey. He was proceeding to make other 
statements, when the court ruled all his testimony out, and plaintiff ex- 
cepted. : 

There was a verdict upon ‘tie first issue for defendant. and from the 
judgment thereon rendered against the plaintiff, he appealed. 


J. W. Hays for plaintiff. 
A. W. Graham for defendant. 


Suzpuerp, J. The plaintiff excepted to the exclusion of the testimony 
of the witness R. W. Winston. As it does not appear that the order per- 
mitting the withdrawal of the original pleadings was put in evidence, — 
we are unable to see how any testimony tending to explain it was relevant 
or material. We are of the opinion, however, that the witness should 
have been permitted to testify as to “what transpired between the plain- 
tiff and Jennie Carey in reference to the settlement of the title to the 
land.” Jennie Carey was the widow of Simeon Carey, who had the legal 
title, and, as such widow, was an interested party to the action. 

She was also the genéral guardian of the infant heirs at law of (270) 
the said Simeon, and was defending their interest as such guard- 

ian. The declarations and admissions of such a party are generally 
competent (1 Greenleaf Ev., secs. 171, 179; Stephens Ev., 28; T'redwell 
v. Graham, 88 N. C., 208; Adams v. Utley, 87 N. C., 356) and there is 
nothing to show that the declarations sought to be proved were made by 
way of compromise. In Thompson v. Austin, 2 D. & Ry., 358, Bayley, J., 
remarked: ‘That the essence of an offer to compromise was, that the 
party making it was willing to submit to a sacrifice, and to make con- 
cession.” This is the true principle of the exclusion of such testimony, 
and it is incumbent upon the objecting party to distinctly show the ex- 
cluding circumstances, and not leave them to be inferred from. such gen- 
eral statement as appears in this case. This ground of objection, how- 
ever, does not appear to be seriously insisted upon, but it is urged that 
the witness should not have been allowed to testify by reason of his rela- 
tion as attorney to one or both of the parties. It is an elementary prin- 
ciple, “that whenever the relation of counsel or attorney and client exists, 
all communications made to the counsel or attorney, on the faith of such 
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relation, and in consequence of it, are privileged; and the counsel or 
attorney, if so disposed, would not be permitted to disclose them. . . 
To the general rule as laid down, theré are several qualifications, . . . as, 
where the witness was counsel for both the plaintiff and the defendant, 
as between them the matter was not, in its nature, private and confiden- 
tial. Michael v. Foil, 100 N.C, 178, and cases cited. So it has been 
held in numerous adjudications. that the rule does not apply to communi- 
cations between parties to an agreement made before an attorney, or 
between such parties and the attorney of one of them, or when made 
by one party to his counsel in the presence of the other party, or when 

made by one party to the attorney of the other party.” Hughes v. 
(271) Boone, 102 N. C., 137. 

The witness stated that at the time of the conversation or trans- 
action he was counsel for the defendant only. Taking it either way, the 
matter was not privileged, according to the principles above stated. 

We think that there was error in rejecting the testimony, and for this 
reason the plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. 

2. The first issue was improperly framed. “It is misleading. to em- 
body in one issue two propositions as to which the jury might give differ- 
ent responses.” Hmry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 225; Manufacturing Co. »v. 
Assurance Co., 106 N. C., 49. . As, however, the plaintiff assented to the 
issue in this form, it is not a proper ground of exception. 

3. The court excluded the testimony of Roycroft as to the date of the 
cancellation of the mortgage executed to him by Simeon Carey. In this 
ruling, his Honor but followed the opinion delivered in this case when 
it was before us upon a former occasion (104 N. C., 175); but the ruling 
in this particular was unnecessary to the disposition of the appeal, and, 
upon further consideration, we think that the testimony of the said wit- 
ness should have been admitted. The land was purchased of D. W. 
Wheeler, who executed a deed to Simeon Carey. Simeon, it seems, bor- 
rowed money of the witness with which to pay Wheeler, and executed to 
witness a mortgage to secure the same. The mortgage has long since been 
discharged and canceled, and the witness had no interest in the contro- 
versy. Neither party derived title through or under him, and he was 
only an incumbrancer to the amount of the mortgage debt. Bunn v. 
Todd, 107 N. C., 266. There must be a | 

New trial. , 


Cited: Smith v. R. R., 114 N. C., 763. 
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ELLA E. WELFARE y. B. D. WELFARE Ft At. 
Dower—Parties—Practice. 


1. The court may permit a creditor of a person, who died seized and possessed 
of lands, to be made a party to a proceeding for dower and contest the 
claim of the widow. 


2. The remedy against an excessive assignment of dower is by exceptions to 
the report of the jury, upon the hearing of which it is competent for the 
court to hear affidavits, with a view to ascertain the facts; and, ordi- 
narily, the court before which such questions are heard is the sole judge 
whether a reassignment or successive reassignments shall be made. 


- Procrrepine for dower, heard at February Term, 1891, of For- (272) 
sytH, before Bynum, J. 

This is a special proceeding, brought by the plaintiff against the de- 
fendants—other than the defendant creditors—who are the heirs at law 
of her late husband, who died intestate, to obtain dower in the lands 
specified in the petition. In the course of the proceeding it was adjudged 
that the plaintiff was entitled to dower, and an order was entered direct- 
ing that a jury allot the same according to law. 

The jury among other things in their report of allotment, say: “The 
commissioners in assessing the value and assigning dower to the widow, 
find a deficiency in the dower assigned to the amount of $60, which, as_ 
the proper amount according to the mortuary tables, recommended to be 
paid to the widow from the proceeds of the sales of the real estate not 
included in the dower.” 

After the jury had made their report assigning dower, J. E. Gilmer, 
for himself and other creditors moved the clerk to be allowed to become 
parties to the petition for the purpose of making a motion “to set aside 
the report filed by the jury allotting the dower.” This motion was al- 
lowed by the clerk, and said Gilmer filed a petition in the cause 
and asked that the allotment of dower be set aside. (278) — 

The clerk, acting as and for the court, denied the motion of the 
defendants’ creditors to set aside the report of the jury, and they ap- 
pealed to the judge, who reversed the ruling of the clerk upon the 
ground that the dower was improperly allowed and the allotment was 
excessive, The clerk was directed to issue proper process to the end. that 
a fresh jury might make a proper allotment, and accordinely process 
issued, ete. 

The second jury allotted the same property. The defendant sreaiers 
of the deceased husband excepted to the report of the second jury upon 
the grounds that the allotment was excessive; that it was irregularly 
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made, and also that the jury relied upon the finding of the former jury. 
The clerk overruled these exceptions, and sustained the report of the 
jury. The defendant creditors again appealed to the judge, the material 
part of which is as follows: 

The court is of opinion that the allotment should be set aside and a 
new allotment made, for the following reasons: 

1. For that the court finds as a fact that the allotment was excessive. 

2. For that Judge Merrimon has already adjudged that the allotment 
was excessive and improperly made. 

The ruling of the clerk is, therefore, reversed, and it is ordered that 
the allotment of the dower be set aside and that a new allotment be made. 
The clerk will issue the proper process to the end that a new allotment 
of dower may be made, and the cause is remanded to the clerk for that 
purpose. 

From this judgment the pinintitt appealed, assigning error as follows: 

1. The findings of fact, upon affidavits, by the judge, and the basing 

_ his judgment upon the findings of fact by Judge Merrumon. 
(274) 2. His conclusions of law thereon. 


J. S&S. Grogan for plarntrff. 
R. B. Glenn for defendants. 


Merzimon, C. J., after stating the case: The counsel for plaintiff 
insisted, on the argument here, that creditors of her late husband could 
not properly be made parties defendant in this proceeding; that they 
were improvidently made such, and had no right to accept or object to 
the allotment of dower by the jury, and hence, could not appeal from the 
order of the clerk overruling their exceptions. He further contended 
that these objections appeared upon the face of the record proper, and, 
therefore, the court ought not to have given the judgment complained of. 

Tf it be granted that the plaintiff could avail herself of such objection 
here, in the absence of an appropriate assignment of error, we think such 
objection is not well founded. It is true that the statute regulating pro- 
ceedings in applications for dower provides (The Code, sec. 2112) that 
“the heirs, devisees and other persons in poseceston or claiming estates in 
the lands shall be parties to such proceeding.” But it does not pro- 
vide, in terms or by implication, that only such persons shall or may 
be made parties. There is neither statutory provision, nor principle, 
nor settled practice that forbids or prevents parties having an interest in 
or affected by a special proceeding to obtain dower, to be nrade parties to 
the same, as in other cases. The provisions of The Code of Civil Pro- 
cedure are applicable to such a proceeding, except as otherwise provided 
(The Code, sec. 278), and among these provisions, pertinent and applica- 
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ble, is that (section 184) which prescribes that “any person may be made 
a defendant who has or claims an interest in the controversy adverse to 
the plaintiff,” ete. 

Now, obviously, the creditor of a deceased debtor whose per- (27 5) 
sonal estate is insufficient to pay his debts, has a substantial in- | 
terest that justly prompts him to see that excessive dower is not 
allotted to the widow of such debtor. It may be that the heir’s interest 
in the land is trifling, in fact, worth nothing, and he may be hostile to 
the creditor, and collude with the widow asking dower. Hence the law 
gives the creditor opportunity to be heard in opposition to excessive 
dower in the proceeding whereby the widow seeks to obtain dower, and 
this without regard to any other possible remedy he may have. It might 
be, that if a creditor could not thus have remedy, he would be remediless. 
He clearly has such interest as entitles him to be made a party defendant 
to the end he may justly prevent the allotment of excessive dower. 
Moore, ex parte, 64 N. C., 90; Lowery v. Lowery, 1b., 110; Avery, ex 
parte, vb., 113; Carney v. Whitehead, 1b., 426. 

It was, therefore, competent for the court to make the defendant credi- 
tors parties in a proper case, and in the absence of exception or objection, 
that they were not creditors whose interest might be affected adversely by 
excessive allotment of dower, it must be taken that they were properly 
made parties. No statute prescribes how objections to an excessive allot- 
ment of dower shall be made, but this is settled by rules of practice. It 
is said in Stiner v. Cawthorn, 20 N. C., 640, 501, that “the act of 1784 
has not indicated the remedy for an illegal or excessive allotment of 
dower, but the usages of our courts have defined it, to wit: ‘That where 
the report of a jury is returned, exceptions may be thereunto taken by 
any one aggrieved, and the court will set aside the allotment and order 
a new allotment, if sufficient cause be shown’.” As we have seen, a credi- 
tor may be one agwrieved. Moore, ex parte, supra. 

The court below seems to have observed the settled rules of (276) 
practice. It was certainly competent for it to hear pertinent affh- 
davits with a view to ascertain such facts as would enable it intelligently 
and fairly to determine that the allotment of dower by the jury was 
or was not excessive. It might hear any competent evidence for such 
purpose, and, ordinarily, 1t must be the sole judge of whether or not a 
_ reallotment shall be made. 

The court also found the fact that the allotment was excessive, and 
the mere fact that a preceding judge had so found, could not render the 
findings of fact by a subsequent one void or at all affect its merits. It 
appears that both juries allotted the same property, and it may be that 
both judges found the like facts from substantially the same evidence. 
This they might do. If the allotment was excessive, as the court found 
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the fact to be so, then, as a matter of law, the court certainly had author- 
ity, and it was its duty, to direct another jury to make a reallotment. 
The court below, in the exercise of a sound discretion, must be the Judge 
of how often, for just cause, it will direct a reallotment. An appeal hes 
from the order of the clerk to the judge. It is so expressly provided by 
the statute (The Code, sec. 252) which applies in special proceedings 
as well as in civil actions generally. Brittain v. Mull, 91 N. C., 498. 
Affirmed. : 


Cited: Wilson v. Featherston, 118 N. C., 841. 


a 


D. BEAM er aL. v. WILEY BRIDGERS et at. 
Husband and Wife—Marriage—Contract—T rust. 


While, under the former system, the wife’s money became the property of the 
husband jure mariti, the latter may agree as between him and the wife to 
treat it as the wife’s property; and where there is evidence to show an 
agreement to that effect, and that the husband invested it in land for her 
benefit and took the title in his name, there is a resulting trust. 


(277)  Spxctan proceepine for partition, tried before Brown, J., at 
Fall Term, 1890, of RutuHErrorp. | 

The only issue submitted to the jury was as follows: 

‘Was the first 150-acre tract described in the complaint and conveyed 
by Anderson Bridgers to John Beam, 18 February, 1846, purchased by 
John Beam with the money of his wife Elizabeth, and at her request and 
for her ?” | 

‘There was testimony tending to show that Mrs. Beam was possessed _ 
of certain money; that her husband voluntarily agreed to treat it as hers, 
and to waive his marital rights in respect to it by investing the same for 
her in the lands above mentioned. Neither John Beam nor his wife had 
~any children. 

The plaintiffs requested the court to charge, that under the testimony, 
the issue should be answered in the negative, and that the court should 
so charge. The court refused to give the instruction. There was a ver- 
dict against the plaintiffs, and they appealed. 


M. H. Justice for plainteffs. 
J. A. Forney for defendants. 
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Suepuerp, J. The only question presented for review is whether there 
was sufficient evidence to sustain an affirmative finding of the second 
issue. We think it very clear from the testimony of James and William 
Bridgers, that John Beam purchased the land in question with his wife’s 
money at her request; that the purchase was intended for her benefit, 
and that such was the understanding and agreement of the parties. It 
may also be inferred that she intended that the title should be made to | 
her. Indeed, the agreement was that the husband should purchase the 
land “for her,’ and the necessary implication is, that the title was to 
be taken in her name. It is a well-settled principle that where, 
on the purchase of property, the conveyance of the legal estate (278) 
is taken in the name of one person, but the purchase-money is 
paid by another at the same time or previously, and as a part of one 
transaction, a trust results in favor of him who supplies the purchase- 
money. Adams Eq., 33; Malone on Real Property, 509. The principle 
has frequently been applied where land is purchased with funds arising 
from the separate estate of the wife (Cunningham v. Bell, 83 N. C., 
328; Lyon v. Akin, 78 N. C., 258) or with funds which, by agreement 
of the husband, are to be treated as such separate estate. Hackett v. 
Shuford, 86 N. C., 144, and the cases cited. : 

It is urged, however, ‘that j in our case the money with which the land 
was purchased was not the separate estate of the wife, and that the agree- 
ment of the husband to treat it as such being purely voluntary, and, 
therefore, of no effect, there was nothing to prevent the operation of the 
principle by which the money of the wife became the property of the 
husband jure marite. 

The argument derives some support from the intimation of the learned © 
Justice who delivered the opinion in Hackett’s case, supra, but it will 
appear from an examination of the Maryland case (alone cited by him) 
that the rights of creditors were involved, and that so far from any pecun- 
iary consideration being necessary as between the parties, the contrary 
view was declared by the Supreme Court of that State. The case upon 
appeal does not very clearly show how the wife acquired or held the 
money in question, but, granting that 1t was subject to the marital 
rights of the husband, we think that, as between him and his wife, his 
agreement to treat it as her separate property would be recognized in 
equity in cases like this, especially where there were no children to be 
provided for, and the claim of the wife was more meritorious than that 
of the collateral heirs whom the husband was under no moral obligation 
to maintain. Garner v. Garner, 45 N. C., I. 

It is said by high authority that although the presumption is 
that the money of the wife during marriage becomes the hus- 
band’s, such presumption is not conclusive, and the husband “may (279) 
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so treat it as to charge himself and his heirs, as trustees of the wife, 
with the duty of applying it to her separate use.” Taggart v. Taleott, 
(2 Ed.) ch. 628; Resor v. Resor, 9 Ind., 349; Temple v. Walliams, 39 
N. C., 89; Woodruff v. Bowles, 104 N. C., 197. 

It is well settled that a husband may, after marriage, make gifts and 
presents to his wife which will be supported in equity against himself 
and his representatives (Lucas v. Lucas, 1 Atk., 270; Atherly Mar. Set., 
331; Garner v. Garner, supra; Smith v. Smith, 60 N. C., 581) and it 
seems to be also well established that a trust may be raised in favor of 
the wife by proof that her husband paid the purchase-money for her 
benefit and with his own funds. Raybold v. Raybold, 8 Harris, 308; 
Pinney v. Fellows, 18 Vt., 325; Farley v. Blood, 10 Foster, 354; Dyer v. 
Dyer, White & Tudor L. C. Eq., 341. 

In consideration of the foregoing authorities, we see no reason why the 
agreement: of the husband in this case may not be sustained as against 
the parties to this action; and this being so, it must follow that there was 
a resulting trust. 

No error. 


Cited: Taylor v. Sikes, post 729; Beam v. Bridgers, 111 N. C., 269. 


(280) 
G. W. LONG ET AL. v. W. C. OXFORD, EXEcUTOR. 


Executors and Admimstrators—Judgment, when Concluswe— . 
Statute of Iamitations. 


1. In a proceeding to sell land to make assets, a judgment previously obtained 
against the executor is conclusive against the heirs and devisees, unless 
fraud and collusion is alleged and shown, and the heir or devisee cannot 
plead the statute of limitations or other defense which might have been 
set up in the original action. 


2. In such proceedings the realty is liable for costs, as well as for the balance 
of the judgment, unless the court which rendered the judgment taxed the 
cost against the executor (or administrator) personally, or against. the 
plaintiff. 


Arprat from Merrimon, J., at Spring Term, 1891, of ALExanpeEr. 

This was a special proceeding in the nature of a creditors’ bill for the 
settlement of an estate, and to subject devised lands to the payment of 
debts. 
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On the hearing before the clerk, the plaintiff demurred to the answers © 
filed, on the ground that they did not allege facts sufficient to constitute 
a valid defense. The clerk, sustaining the demurrer, gave judgment 
against the defendants, which judgment was confirmed by the judge in 
term, and the defendants appealed to the Supreme Court. 


A.C. McIntosh (by brief) for plaintiffs. 
R. B. Burke for defendant. 


Crark, J. The plaintiffs seek to subject the lands of Samuel H. Reid 
to the payment of a judgment heretofore obtained against the executor. 
The defendants, who are the executor himself and his wife (who is the 
sole devisee of Reid) attempt in their answers to set up the statute of 
limitations and other matters of defense which might have been pleaded 
in the original action. The plaintiffs demurred, on the ground 
that the answers did not set up any defense to the action which (281) 
could avail the defendants or either of them. 

The court properly sustained the demurrer. “The heir (or devisee) 
is bound by the judgment against the administrator (or executor) unless 
he can show that it was obtained by collusion and fraud, and he is barred 
by it from setting up any statutory limitation or other matter which 
might have been pleaded by the administrator (or executor) as a bar to 
the action against him.” Proctor v. Proctor, 105 N. C., 222; Speer v. 
James, 94 N. C., 417; Smith v. Brown, 101 N. C., 347. The answer of 
the devisee in the present case does not aver fraud or collusion. It is 
admitted that the personal assets are insufficient to pay the judgment. 

The defendants, however, insisted that the land cannot be subjected 
to payment of the costs and is exempted therefrom by virtue of the for- 
mer decision of this Court. It was competent for the court below in 
the former action to have taxed the executor personally with the costs 
of that action in the cases mentioned in The Code, 1429. When the appeal 
from the judgment in that action was before us (104 N. C., 408) the 
question presented was as to the right of the plaintiff to recover costs. 
The judgment below gave the plaintiff costs but did not tax the executor 
with them individually, and the judgment here merely affirmed the judg- 
ment below. The land is subject to pay the costs, as well as the balance 
of the judgment. | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Woodlief v. Bragg, post, 573; Lee v. McKay, 118 N. C., 523; 
McNair v. Cooper, 174 N. C., 568. 
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(282) . | 
_ JOHN BANKS vy. GAY MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


Pleading—V ertfication—I ssue—J udgment by Default and I se eal 
Corporation—Continuance. 


1. When a pleading by a corporation is required to be verified, the verification 
must be made by an officer thereof; a verification by an nh agent merely ue 
not suffice. The Code, sec. 258. 


2. When a verification of a pleading is allowed to be made by an agent, it 
Should set forth his knowledge or grounds of belief, and why it is not 
made by the principal party. 

3. After a judgment by default and inquiry in an action for malicious prosecu- 
tion, the only issue for the jury is the amount of plaintiff’s damages. 


4, Granting or refusing a continuance is a matter of discretion, and not review- 


Action, for damages for malicious prosecution, tried before Whit- 
aker, J., at Spring Term, 1890, of Garzs. 

When the case was called for trial, the defendant offered to file an 
answer to the verified complaint, to which plaintiff objected because of 
defective verification. It was admitted that the defendant was a corpo- 
ration, and that C. W. Dennis was an agent, but not an officer of the 
same. The verification was as follows: 

“CO, W. Dennis, agent for the said Gay Manufacturing Company, be- 
ing duly sworn, iakeotl oath that the facts stated in the above answer 
are true of his own knowledge.” 

Upon objection to the verification, defendant moved for a continuance, 
in order to have the answer properly verified by an officer of the corpo- 
ration. This motion was overruled, and the defendant excepted. 

The defendant requested the court to submit to the jury this issue: 
“Did the defendant prosecute the pane maliciously and without prob- 
able cause ?” 

This the court refused, and submitted only the issue: “What damage, 

if any, has the plaintiff sustained?” and the defendant excepted. 
(288) - Verdict and judgment for plaintiff. _Defendant appealed. 


W.M. Bond (by brief) for placntrff. 


No counsel contra. 


¢ 
CrarK, J. The Code, sec. 258, prescribes, “when a corporation is a 
party, the verification may be made by any officer thereof.” The 
answer of the defendant company is sworn to by an agent merely, and 
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his Honor rightly held that the answer was not verified. The Code, sec. 
217, permits a summons against a corporation to be served on an agent, 
but this was not extended to verification of pleadings by the corpora- 
tion. There is an evident reason for the difference. Besides, if the 
answer of a corporation could be verified by an agent, the affidavit 1s not 
sufficient, in that it does not set forth “his knowledge or the grounds of 
his belief on the subject, and the reason why it is not made by the party.” 
When the verification is by an officer of the company this is not re- 
quired, for the officer speaks for and is the mouthpiece of the corpora- 
tion (Bank v. Hutchison, 87 N. C., 22), but it is necessary to be set out 
in all cases where the verification is made by an agent or attorney. 

The court in its discretion might have allowed the answer to be verified 
properly (The Code, sec. 274) and have granted a continuance for that 
purpose, as prayed by the defendant, but its refusal of the continuance 
is not reviewable. S. v. Lindsey, 78 N. C., 499; 8. v. Scott, 80 N. C., 
365. 

There being a judgment by default and inquiry, the issue tendered by 
defendant was properly refused, and in lieu thereof there was submitted 
to the jury the issue, “What damages, if anv, has plaintiff sustained?” 
The issue tendered by defendant was not raised, as there was no answer, 
and that matter was settled by the judgment by default. 

The only inquiry was to the quantum of damages, which was sub- 
mitted. 7 

No error. 


Cited: Griffin v. Inght Co., 111 N. C., 488; 8. v. Jackson, 112 N. C., 
853; McLeod v. Numocks, 122 N. C., 441; Phofer v. Ins. Co., 123 N. C., 
408; Shnglieff v. Hall, 124 N. C., 400; Junge v. MacKnight, 1387 N. C., 
289; S. v. Dewey, 189 N. C., 560; Miller v. Curl, 162 N. C., 45 Arm- 
strong v. Asbury, 170 N. C., 162. 


| | | (284) 
F. H. SMITH er at. v. M. SUMMERFIELD bEr At. . 


Creditors’ Bill—Joined Causes of Action—Parties—Fraudulent Convey- 
ance—Pleading—Redundancy and Uncertainty—Equitable Lien. 


1. Several creditors may unite in an action against their common debtor to 
obtain judgment for their respective claims and set aside an alleged 
‘fraudulent conveyance of the debtor’s property, and the parties so uniting 
may acquire a preference, by way of equitable lien, over other general 
creditors. : 
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2. It is only when the court undertakes to wind up the affairs of a partnership 
and make a distribution of its assets that all the creditors are required to 
be made parties. 


8. Redundancy, impertinence, argumentativeness, and uncertainty in pleading 
cannot be taken advantage of by the demurrer; the objection should be 
made by motion before answer or demurrer. 


4, In an action by creditors to subject property to the satisfaction of their 
debts, it is not necessary they should seek to subject all the property of 
the debtors, or make parties those who claim any portion not sought to 
be reached. 


dD. An averment in a complaint that the plaintiff sold and delivered to the 
defendant goods of certain value, and the same has not been paid, is a suf- 
ficient statement of a cause of action. 


ActIoy, heard upon sone and demurrer, at Spring Term, 1890, 
of Warne, by Machae, J. 

The plaintiffs, a number of trading firms and corporations, alleged 
that the defendants, a commercial firm, engaged in business at Goldsboro 
and Smithfield, N. C., were indebted to them respectively, in the various 
sums set out in the complaint, for goods, wares and merchandise, sold and 
delivered to said defendants, “no part of which had been paid”; that 
the defendants had fraudulently conspired to create a fictitious credit, 

whereby they had been enabled to purchase in the markets a large 

(285) and valuable stock of goods, and that having gained possession 

thereof, they, with the intent to defraud their creditors, had con- 
veyed the same to assignees in trust, etc. 

The complaint sets out with great particularity the facts upon which 
the action is based and the sources of plaintifts’ information, and de- 
mands judgment— 

1. Against the defendants for the several sums alleged to be due to 
them, respectively. 

2. That the various conveyances herein alleged to have been made by 
M. Summerfield and H. Dannenberg, or either of them, for the purpose 
of hindering, delaying and defrauding their creditors, ‘he declared void 
as to the plaintiff creditors. © 

3. That the sums of money arising from the proceeds of the sale of 
goods and other sources by Sol. Weil, assignee, now in the hands of 
H. Weil & Bro., as alleged in the complaint, be paid into the court, to 
be applied to the liquidation of the debts due from M. Summerfield & Co. 
to the plaintiffs. 

4, That Sol. Weil account for and pay into court all moneys in his 
hands as assignee of said Summerfield & Co., together with all sums 
that have been or ought to have been in his hands as such assignee, ex- 
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cept such as he may have properly paid out in legitimate expenses in 
executing said trust, to be applied to the liquidation of the debts due 
from M. Summerfield & Co. to the plaintiffs. 

5. That P. T. Massey account for and pay into this court all moneys 
that have come into his hands or ought to have come into his hands as 
assignee of M. Summerfield & Co., except so much thereof as he may 
have paid out in legitimate expenses in executing said trust, to be 
applied to the discharge of the debts due from the defendants M. Sum- 
merfield & Co. to these plaintifis. | 

6. For such other and further relief as they may be entitled to. (286) 

7. For the costs of this action. 

The defendants demurred for that: 

1. The complaint does not upon its face purport to be a creditors’ 
bill. 

2. That there isa _ misjoinder of causes of action, the aeahal plaintiffs 
having separate and distinct claims in no wise connected with each other. 

3. That the complaint set forth evidence. : 

4, That it was argumentative. 

5 and 6. That certain persons, who claimed property (not sought to 
be reached in this action) under conveyances from defendants, were not. 
parties. 

7. That copies of the alleged fraudulent conveyance referred to in the 
complaint were not attached to it. 

The court overruled the demurrers, and the defendants appealed. 


W. CO. Munroe, C. B. Aycock and W. T. Faircloth for plaintiffs. 
C. M. Busbee and EB. W. Pou, Jr., for defendants. — 


Suepuerp, J. 1. The first ground assigned as a cause of demurrer 
presents the question whether this action should not have been brought 
in the form of a general creditors’ bill. . 

In Hancock v. Wooten, 107 N. C., 9, we attempted to distinguish a 
‘general creditors’ from a judgment ereditore? bill, and in the course of 
the discussion, in speaking of the former, we used the following language: 

“Such bills are usually instituted for the purpose of winding up the in- 
solvent estates of deceased persons or the affairs of a corporation. These 
may be illustrated by the cases of Pegram v. Armstrong, 82 N. C., 326; 
Wordsworth v. Davis, 75 N. C., 159; Long v. Bank, 81 N. C., 41; Glenn 
v. Bank, 80 N. C., 97; and Dobson v. Sumonton, 93 N. C., 268. In such 
cases there are many parties standing in the same situation as to their 
rights or claims upon a particular estate or fund, and the shares of 
a part cannot be determined until the rights of all the others are 

settled or ascertained. Of this nature also are bills brought (287 
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to enforce trusts or assignments for creditors and other instances where 
there 1s a community of interest, or where the law devolves upon the 
court the duty of taking a fund into its custody and distributing It 
according to the respective interests of the parties.” 

A glance at the complaint will disclose that the present action 1s not 
within the principle above stated. It is brought by several creditors for 
the purpose of obtaining judgments for their respective claims, and to 
set aside certain alleged fraudulent assignments made by the defendants. 
Such relief may be obtained in the same action (Bank v. Harris, 84 
N. C., 206) and several creditors may unite as parties plaintiff and 
sacunas a preference by way of equitable lien. Hancock v. Wooten, supra. 
The general creditors have no lien upon copartnership assets (Allen v. 
Grissom, 90 N. C., 90) and the court only requires all of them to be 
made parties, and dectees a pro rata distribution in cases of dissolution, 
when, at the instance of one or all of the partners, or of a purchaser 
under execution or otherwise of the interest of an individual partner, it 
undertakes to wind up the partnership affairs and ascertain the rights of 
such individual partners, or their successors 1n interest. As each partner 
has an equitable right to have the assets applied to the joint indebtedness, _ 
it is necessary that the claims of all of the creditors should be ascertained, 
and the creditors being thus before the court, an equitable distribution 
ismade. This is not the nature of the present action. Under the former 
system a creditor of a copartnership could obtain a judgment at law and 
sell the copartnership property under execution. He could also institute 
a judgment creditors’ bill to reach equitable assets, or to remove obstruc- 

tions (such as fraudulent conveyances, ete.) interposed by the 
_ (288) debtor to the subjection of legal assets. A judgment creditors’ 

bill was generally said to be in the nature of an equitable fi. fa., 
and we have seen that such an action may now be maintained without 
a precedent judgment, and.that several creditors may unite in the same. 
Upon the authorities above mentioned, we are of the opinion that this 
action need not have been brought in the form of a general creditors’ 
bill, and the demurrer in this respect must be overruled. 

2. For the same reasons the second ground of demurrer, that there is 
a misjoinder of parties plaintiff, is without merit, and the demurrer in 
this particular must likewise be overruled. 

3. The third and fourth grounds of demurrer are untenable. A de- 
murrer does not lie except in the cases specifically mentioned in section 
939 of The Code. Dunn v. Barnes, 73 N. C., 273. Redundancy and 
impertinence in pleading must be objected to by way of motion before 
answer or demurrer (Best v. Clyde, 86 N. C., 4) and the same is true as 
to argumentativeness, “indefiniteness or uncertainty, unless the uncer- 
tainty be such as to state no cause of action.” Boone Code PL, 54, 146. 
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4, The fifth and sixth grounds of demurrer are also untenable. It is 
alleged that one of the partners conveyed certain individual property to 
C. Summerfield and Isadore Summerfield. This property, of course, 
cannot be reached unless these persons are made parties, and until this 
is done it may be considered as out of the case. It is not necessary for 
the creditors, in an action of this character, to subject all of the property 
of: a debtor (Munroe v. Lewald, 107 N. C., 655); they may proceed — 
against a party only; and this being so, the presence. of the persons named 
is entirely unnecessary to the determination of the controversy, in so far 
as it affects other property in which they have no interest. “In order 
to sustain a demurrer for defect of parties, it must appear that the 
party demurring has an interest in having the omitted parties 
joined, or that he is prejudiced by the nonjoinder.” Boone, supra, (289) 
51. Such is not the case here. 

5. The seventh ground is also without merit. We know of no law 
requiring copies of the deeds of assignment to be attached to the com- 
plaint. 

6. The motion to dismiss because the complaint does not state facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action is denied. The allegation that 
goods were sold and delivered of the value of a certain amount, and that 
the same. has not been paid, is a sufficient averment of indebtedness in 
a case like the present. | 

Upon the whole complaint, we think there are facts constituting a 
cause of action. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: LeDuc v. Brandt, 110 N. C., 291; Allen v. BR. #., 120 N. C,, 
550; Womack v. Carter, 160 N. C., 291; Hensley v. Furmture Co., 164 
N. C., 152; Wofford v. Hampton, 178 N. C., 687. 


(290) 
CALVIN WALLER v. WILLIAM BOWLING. 


Chattels—T enants in C ommon—C onversion—Damages—Demand— 
Mortgages—Priority. | : 


1. While a tenant in common of a chattel cannot maintain an action against 
his cotenant for conversion upon the ground merely that his demand for 
possession has been refused; yet, if the tenant in possession withholds the 
common property or exercises such dominion over if as amounts to a 
denial, or is inconsistent with the rights of his cotenant, an action in the 
nature of trover will lie. 
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2. If personal property subject to a mortgage is subsequently attached to land 
also under mortgage, with notice to the mortgagee, of the latter, the lien 
of the chattel mortgage takes precedence over that of the realty. 


8. If one tenant in common of a chattel oust his cotenant of possession, the 
latter may, at his election, bring an action for the recovery of the specific 
property, if it can be found, and damages for its deterioration or for the 
conversion and value at the time of taking. After suit is brought for con- 
version, the defendant cannot relieve himself from liability by returning 
the property, unless the plaintiff agrees to receive it. 


4. Where one cotenant was present, forbidding the other from removing the 
common property, no demand was necessary before bringing suit. 


Apprat at April Term, 1890, of Granvinte, from Womack, J. 

Action to recover damages for unlawfully removing and converting to 
the defendant’s own use certain machinery that had been placed in a 
mill run by water. 

On 23 August, 1880, and for some years prior to that time, the piain- 
tiff and defendant were owners in fee and tenants in common of the 
tract of land on which the mill was situate, each holding one undivided 
half. On said 23 August the defendant executed a contract, under seal, 
to convey his interest to one John T. McDonough on the payment of a 
note of the same date for the sum of $300, executed by said MeDonough 
and wife. On 20 March, 1885, McDonough borrowed of the plaintiff 
the sum of $200, and executed his note therefor and purchased with said 
borrowed money the turbine wheel, shafts, pulleys, level, cog-wheel, etc., 
which are the subjects of this action, and executed, his wife joining, a 
mortgage conveying said machinery to secure the note due plaintiff, the 
machinery not then being in the mill. | 

On default in the payment of the $300 note for purchase-money of 
the land, the defendant, on 17 January, 1888, brought suit against Mc- 
Donough to subject his interest in the land, and at April Term following 

of the Superior Court of Granville obtained a decree under the 
(291) terms of which the interest of McDonough in the land were sold 

by a commissioner for the sum of fifty dollars, the defendant be- 
ing the purchaser, and said sale was confirmed at the September Term, 
1888, of said court. 

The wheel and some other parts of the machinery were placed in the 
mill, after being conveyed, on 20 March, 1885, by mortgage deed to 
secure said note for $200 due to plaintiff, but before the sale under the 
decree aforesaid. 

The plaintiff alleges that none of the machinery sued for had been. 
placed in position in the mill until after the mortgage to him was exe- 
cuted. 

The issues submitted were as follows: 
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1. Did the defendant unlawfully convert the property described in the 
complaint? “Yes.” 

2. If so, what damage has the plaintiff sustained thereby? “$215, 
and interest from 18 April, 1889, to date at 6 per cent.” 

First Haceptvon.—In addition to the issues agreed upon, the defendant © 
tendered the following, which the court declined to submit to the jury, 
and the defendant excepted: “Are the plaintiff and defendant tenants 
in common of the property alleged to have been converted 2” 

The plaintiff introduced a jet executed by John T. McDonough ° 
and wife to the plaintiff for the machinery described in the complaint, 
and also the note secured thereby for $200, $100 of which was due 20 
March, 1886, and $100 of which was due 20 March, 1887, and endorsed 
thereon was a credit of $17.50, 23 November, 1887. 

Second Haception.—The plaintiff was examined and testified: “I 
loaned McDonough money. He said he wanted to buy machinery. The 
machinery he gave the mortgage on was bought with this borrowed 
money. It consisted of a turbine wheel, cog-wheel, shafting, pulleys, 
ete., necessary to run the mill, and was worth at the time of the 
conversion $215. It was put in the mill. The defendant tore it (292) 
up. Isaw him doit andforbid him. He said he was responsible 
and would carry it away. He took it away 18 April, 1889. The mort- 
gage was made on the machinery before it was put in the mill. The mill- 
site was jointly owned by the defendant and myself. The mill hadn’t 
been in operation for two years. I objected to his carrying it off that 
day. He said he was going to carry it off if he could. It was some 
months after the machinery was bought before it was put in the mill. 
My mortgage was registered first. The turbine is there now but not by 
my consent. I did not receive it. JI don’t know who brought it there.” 

There was other evidence for the plaintiff tending to show the manner 
of the removal of the property by the defendant, and that it was worth 
$215. 

The defendant, being examined, testified: “I moved the machinery 
sued for from the mill, but did not injure it. I afterwards carried it 
back to the mill. I got se mud off it, and put three quarts of oil on it. 
No part of it is missing.” | 

Phird Hxception—The defendant proposed to show by the witness and 
by the records in the case of Bowling v. McDonough, lately pending in 
Granville Superior Court, that the interest of McDonough (one-half) in 
the mill-site was sold by order of court in said case and purchased by the 
defendant. Offered, first, in mitigation of damages, and second, to show 
bona fides. Objection by the plaintiff for the reason that the record does 
not show that the property sued for was the subject of said action, and 
because the plaintiff was not a party to said action. Objection sustained, 
and exception by defendant. 207 
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“The plaintiff forbid my taking the property. I took it up by force. 
It was not nailed down. The shafting was let into a box of casting. That 
was let in a sill on the eee The box was either set on the sill « or 

mortised in it.” 
(293) Fourth Euception. _The defendant asked the following instruc-. 
tions: 

1. If the jury believe that the plaintiff and defendant are tenants in 
_ common of the property in dispute, the plaintiff cannot recover. 

2. In this case, the plaintiff having made no demand on the defendant 
for the property in dispute, cannot recover at all in this action. 

3. At most, the damages done the plaintiff in this action, according 
to his own evidence cannot exceed the actual damage done to the prop- 
erty by the defendant or his agents while the property was in the posses- 
sion of said defendant. | 

4, There is no evidence in this case that the defendant has damaged 
the said property at all. | 

5. The jury can act only on the evidence in this case, and in no aspect 
ean the jury find a verdict for the actual value of the property. 

6. There has been no unlawful conversion of the property by the de- 
fendant under the evidence. 

7. McDonough having made a payment of $170 on the mortgage, Bowl- 
ing was an equitable tenant in common with Waller to the amount of 
the excess over and above the mortgage of said Waller in the mill prop- 
erty and the property removed. 

All of the above instructions were refused, and the defendant excepted. 
Fifth Euception-——-The court charged the jury that if the jury be- 

lieved that the defendant took the personal property sued for into his 
possession, the plaintiff being present forbidding, and carried the same 
away, exercising a dominion over the same in denial of and inconsist- 
ent with the rights of the plaintiff, it being the property of the plaintiff, 
as further charged, the jury will answer the first issue “Yes,” and this 
notwithstanding the fact that there may have been the equitable 

(294) tenancy in common contended for by the defendant. To which 

_ charge the defendant excepted. 
Judgment for plaintiff, appeal by defendant. 


L. C. Edwards, J. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for plaintiff. 
A. W. Graham for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The rule in reference to issues 
laid down by this Court in Hmery v. &. f., 102 N. €., 209, has been 
repeatedly approved since. Lineberger v. Tidwell, 104 N. C., 510; _ 
Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 3867; McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 151. 
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The defendant, in order to sustain his assignment of error, must show 
that the court has erred in refusing or failing, at his request, to present 
to the jury, through the medium of some issue submitted, a pertinent 
view of the law applicable to the testimony, whereby the jury may have 
been misled. Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 564. 

A tenant in common of a chattel cannot maintain an action of, or In 
the nature of, trover against his cotenant upon the ground merely that 
his demand for possession of the common property has been refused by 
the latter, unless he can show that the cotenant had subsequently con- 
sumed it or placed it beyond recovery by means of legal process. Newby 
v. Harrell, 99 N. ©., 149; Pitt v. Petway, 34 N.C., 69; Lucas v. Wasson, 
14 N.C., 898; Cooley Torts, 455; Rippey v. Dis 15 Mich., CD: 

But where the tenant in possession of personal chattels withholds the 
common property from his cotenant, or wrests it from him and exercises 
a dominion over it, either in direct denial of or inconsistent with the 
rights of the latter, an action will lie for conversion. Shearin v. ° 
Rigsbee, 97 N. C., 221; 2 Greenleaf, sec. 642; University v. Bank, 96 
N. C., 284; Cooley Torts, supra; 2 Greenleaf Ev., 636a; Grove v. Wise, 
89 Mich., 161. There is some conflict among the authorities, and 
it is dificult to draw or trace the shadowy line that marks the (295) 
limit to which a tenant in common may go in the exercise of con- 
trol over the common property without subjecting himself to liability 
for conversion. But Schouler Personal Property, p. 200, after taking 
the extreme ground that at common law nothing short of the destruction 
of a chattel, or a conversion of the whole to his.own use, or something 
equivalent, will render the owner in possession liable to his coowners, 
says that mere dispossession of a cotenant might, “if accompanied with 
other acts showing a hostile intent,’ amount to a conversion. It would 
seem that the violent wrenching of the machinery from the mill, when 
the plaintiff was present forbidding, was the strongest evidence of such 
intent. 

In Strickland v. Parker, 54 Me., 263, the facts were that the purchaser 
at execution sale of an undivided interest in a tract of land, removed the 
superstructure of a marine railway located on the land, consisting of iron 
and wooden rails and sleepers, etc., and placed it upon another tract of 
land. The Court held that the property removed constituted a part of the 
land and passed with it, but that the cotenant of the purchaser might 
maintain trover against him for removing it. The Supreme Court of 
Michigan, in the case of Grove v. Wise, supra, held that even before con- 
dition broken, any person wrongfully interfering with a mortgagee’s pos- 
session of a chattel under his mortgage deed, would subject himself to 
liability to damage in an action of trover brought against him by such 
mortgagee. The facts in that case were, that an undivided half interest 
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in a steam engine, boiler and some planing mill machinery had been 
mortgaged to the plaintiffs, and the defendant Wise, having previously 
owned the other half interest, had, subsequent to the date of the mort- 
gage, bought at bankrupt sale the land on which the building containing 
the engine, boiler and machinery stood. The case is cited with 
(296) approval both by Cooley and in the Notes to Greenleaf’s Evidence. 
It seems to be settled that where personal property, after being 
subjected to the lien of a mortgage, is attached to mortgaged land, it 
will be held to have passed to the mortgagee in the chattel mortgage as 
against the assignee or holder of the real estate mortgage, who had notice 
of the first mortgage when it was attached. Hermon Chat. Mort. sec. 
188; Sheldon v. Edwards, 35 N. Y., 279; Smith v. Benson, Hill, 176. 
Where a steam mill was mortgaged, not including the land on which it 
stood, it was held by the Supreme Court of Iowa that subsequent pur- 
‘ chasers of the mill and premises on which it stood, who had notice of the 
chattel mortgage, took title to the mill subject to it. Gunter v. Alewander, 
15 Iowa, 470; Hermon, supra, sec. 188. 

The general principle that exclusive possession of personal property 
by one tenant in-common, and a denial of the rights of his cotenants, is a 
conversion for which trover will lie, is supported by numerous adjudi- 
cations in the courts of other States. Féguet v. Allison, 8 Cooley (Mich.) 
328; Well v. Olver, 21 Pick., 563; Winner v. Penniman, 85 Md., 163; 
Paci »v. Wilson, 20 Minn., 189. 

In Stephens v. Koonce, 103 N. C., 266, the defendant tendered to the 
plaintiff a judgment for the possession of a steam engine, boiler, saw- 
mill, grist-mill, etc., removed from his land, and the costs of the action. 
The Court held that the defendant was not only liable for costs, notwith- 
standing such offer, but for the full value of the property converted, and 
interest allowed by the jury, and could not be compelled to take the prop- 
erty back. The general rule is, that where one of the owners of an un- 
divided interest in a chattel exercises such dominion over the common 
property as is inconsistent with the rights of his codwner, the latter may | 
bring claim and delivery, if the property can be found, and recover the 

specific property, with damage for deterioration as well as deten- 
(297) tion, or he may elect to sue for damages for the wrongful con- 

version and recover the value of the property at the time of the 
taking, and costs. Stephens v. Koonce, supra; Rippey v. Davis, 15 Mich., 
5; Hall v. Younts, 87 N. C., 285. After suit has been brought for the 
conversion, the owner cannot be compelled to take the property back, but 
when he does allow it to be returned in damaged condition, its diminished 
value can be considered in mitigation of damages. 3 Sutherland on 
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The rule as to the measure of damages would be different where fix- 
tures, such as gas piping, are torn from a building and the building is 
thereby rendered unfit for occupation and use. There the measure of 
damages 1 is the cost of restoring the building to its original state and the 
loss in its rental value while it was uninhabitable. Willis v. Branch, 94 
N. C., 142. 

It was not necessary that the plaintiff should make a formal demand 
for possession of the property before bringing the action, if, as both 
plaintiff and defendant testified, he was present forbidding when it was 
removed from the land. The law did not require him to act on the as- 
sumption that one who took it away in the face of his protest would 
return it at his request, or to accept it in full satisfaction of his damages, 
if there was a voluntary offer to return it. 

The exceptions insisted on in this Court were the des ‘st, fourth and fifth. 
For the reasons given, we do not think that the judge ‘eqréd 4 in refusing 
the instruction asked, or substituting that given, or in the rulings ex- 
cepted to. 

No error. 


Cited: Smith v. R. R., 114 N. C., 763; Parker v. Brown, 136 N. C., 
289; Cox v. Lighting Co., 151 N. C., 66; Doyle v. Bush, 171 N. C., 12. 


(298) 
. JOHN HOPKINS et at. v. ANN BOWERS ET AL. 


Hvidence—Witness. 


1. With a view to show that the defendants were of negro blood within the 
prohibited degrees, and, therefore, illegitimate and incapable of inheriting 
from the deceased, a white person, under whom the plaintiffs also claimed, 
the latter introduced them before the jury for inspection, but did not fur- 
ther examine them as witnesses: Held, that this did not open the door to 
the defendants to testify to any communication or transaction ‘with their 
deceased ancestor. | 


2. If, under such circumstances, the plaintiff had examined them as witnesses 
to any transactions with the deceased, they could be cross-examined only 
as to the same transactions, 


Action, to recover real property, tried before Armfield, J., at March 
Term, 1890, of Oranee. 

The plaintiffs were the nephews of one Nash Booth, claiming to be 
his heirs at law. The defendants claim to be his wife and legitimate 
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children. The plaintiffs insisted that the relationship was illegitimate 
because the defendant Ann Bowers, the mother of the other defendants, 
and claiming to have been the wife of said Booth, was of negro blood: 
within the forbidden degree. The Code, sec. 1284. With a view of show- 
ing this the plaintiffs introduced all the defendants and exhibited them 
to the jury to prove their color, and called attention to their skin, their 
hair and the hke, but asked them no questions. Defendants’ counsel 
then asked leave to examine Ann. The plaintiffs objected, but the court 
permitted her to be sworn as a witness and examined. Plaintiffs ex- 
cepted. 

The witness testified that she was married to Nash Booth by a justice 
of the peace, and that they had lived together as man and wife twelve 
or fifteen years, and that the other defendants were ae born of that 

union. The plaintiffs again excepted. 
(299) ‘There were sundry other exeeptions, which sea not ke stated. 
Verdict and judgment for defendants; appeal by plaintiffs. 


A. W. Graham for plaintiff's. 
Jas. S. Manning for defendant. 


Crark, J., after stating the case: It is not necessary to consider whether 
the exhibition of the defendants to the jury made them witnesses of the 
plaintiffs so as to entitle the defendants’ counsel to have them sworn and 
cross-examined. For, conceding it to be so, the only evidence given by 
the exhibition of the witness Ann to the jury at the instance of the plain- 
tiffs was as to her color, her hair, etc., tending to show that she was of 
mixed blood. This was not evidence of any transaction or communica- 
tion between her and the deceased. Those things existed, and would have 
been the same if she had never so much as seen Nash Booth, and as to 
them she was a competent witness, unaffected by The Code, sec. 590. 
Norris v. Stewart, 105 N. C., 455; Bunn v. Todd, 107 N. C., 266. It 
was, therefore, error to allow her counsel to examine her as to any trans- 
action or communication with the deceased, under whom she and the 
other defendants claim. The Code. sec. 590. Besides, by that section, 
when the executor, etc., or person deriving title or interest is examined 
as to any transaction or communication with a person deceased, the oppo- 
site party is rendered competent to give evidence only “concerning the 
same transaction or communication.” The door is not open to the oppo- 
site party generally, but only as to the particular transaction put in evi- 
dence. Sumner v. Candler, 92 N. C., 684; Armfield v. Colvert, 103 
N. C., 147. A fortiori, when the plaintiff examines the defendant as to 
a matter not within the inhibition of section 590, the defendant is not 
thereby at liberty to disregard the prohibition and testify as to 
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any and all transactions with the deceased, such as giving evi- (300) 
_ dence to prove her marriage to the deceased, her living with him 
as man and wife and the paternity of the children, the other defendants. 
This renders it unnecessary to consider the other exceptions. 
Error. | 


Cited: 8.¢., 111 N. C., 179; Davis v. Evans, 139 N. C., 441. 


EMILY C. SILER er ar. v. JOHN DORSETT Et At, 
Dewise—W ill—E vidence—Burden of Proof. 


1. A testator may make a paper-writing, whether attested or not, written 
before or contemporaneously with, and clearly identified in a will, a part 
of it. 


2. The testator devised a certain tract of land to his nephews, “upon the 
| terms and conditions more fully set forth and explained in a written 
agreement between myself and their father, of even date with these pres- 
ents”: Held, that the burden was upon those who claimed under this 
devise to show what were the “terms and conditions,’ and a compliance 
therewith. | ! 


Action tried at. May Term, 1890, of Cuarnam, Womack, J. 

The action is brought to recover possession of the land described in 
the complaint. On the trial it was admitted that Matthias Siler was the 
owner of, the land in controversy, before and at the time of his death, and 
that the plaintiff Lucy M. was his only surviving child and heir at law. 
The identity of the land in controversy with that described in the second 
item of the last will and testament of said Matthias Siler was also ad- 
mitted, as well as the identity of the defendants Frank and John Dorsett, 
as the devisees named and described in the second item of said 
will. It was also admitted that Matthias Dorsett was dead, and (301) 
that he was the father of the defendants, who are in possession 
of the land, and he was the same person of that name mentioned in the 
clause of the will above referred to. 

The said will was duly proven, and the second item thereof is in the 
words following: “To my nephews, Frank and John Dorsett, sons of 
Matthias Dorsett, I give the hereinbefore mentioned ‘Jack place’ tract 
of land, upon the terms and conditions more fully set forth and explained 
in a written agreement between myself and Matthias Dorsett, father of 
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the said Frank and John Dorsett, of even date with these presents.” 
The defendants put the said will in evidence and rested their case for 
the present. 

The plaintiff examined a witness, George Smith, and put to him this 
question: “Did you ever hear Matthias Dorsett, the father of the 
defendants, say that he had not complied with the agreement referred to 
in the will of Matthias Siler?” This question was objected to by the 
defendants. The objection was overruled, and the defendants excepted. 
This witness then said that he heard Matthias Dorsett say he didn’t 
intend to comply with the agreement; that he was going to leave Mat- 
thias Siler and would not stay with him for his “Jack place” and every- 
thing he had. He was fixing to move away from Siler’s. It was on 
Sunday before he left, after the will was written. He left before Siler’s 
death. The defendants excepted. 

On the cross-examination of this witness he stated, in reply to a ques- 
tion put by the defendants, that Matthias Dorsett said to him that he 
was to live on Siler’s place his (Siler’s) lifetime, and wait on, him and 
take care of him, and he (Siler) would deed his place to his (Dorsett’s) 
two sons. | 

The defendants’ counsel requested the court, in writing, to instruct 
the jury that they should not consider as bearing upon the question of 

title any other evidence than the will of Matthias Siler and the 
(302) contemporaneous written agreement. This the court declined to 

do, and told the jury that if they believed from the evidence that 
at the time of the execution of the will by Matthias Siler an agreement 
was made between him and Matthias Dorsett, the father of defendants, 
by which Dorsett should live on Siler’s place during the latter’s lifetime, 
and wait on and take care of him, and that Siler would deed the “Jack 
place” to the defendants; that in compliance with this agreement the 
said will was so executed, and that Matthias Dorsett did not comply with 
the agreement, but left Siler before his death, then the pens is 
entitled to recover. 

Thereupon the defendant excepted, first, upon the ground it the 
court refused to give the special instruction asked for; and, secondly, 
because of the charge given. 

There was a verdict and judgment thereupon for the plaintiff, and 
the defendants appealed to this Court. 


John Manning for plaintiff. 
J. H. Headen for defendants. 


Merrion, CO. J.. There can be no doubt that a testator may make a 
paper-writing, referred to, but not set forth in his will, a part of it. 
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But, to do so, such paper must be described and identified with such 
particularity as to designate and clearly show, and so that the court can 
certainly see, what paper 1s meant to be made part of the will. The 
paper must be written before or contemporaneously with the will, and 
not one to be written subsequent to the time it was executed. This is 
so, because the will must certainly express the testator’s intention. And 
such paper, whether attested or not, will be part of the will. Chambers 
v. McDaniel, 28 N. C., 226; Bailey v. Batley, 52 N. C., 44; Johnson v. 
Clarkson, 3 Rich. (8S. C.), 805; Tonnelle v. Hall, 4 Comstock, 140; 
1 Red. on Wills, sec. 261; Theobald Law of Wills, 60. 

It seems to us clear that the testator intended that the agree- (303) 
ment referred to in the clause of his will, above recited, and 
under which the defendants claim title to the land in controversy, 
should constitute part of that clause and, therefore, part of his will. It 
is distinctly referred to, and described with such particularity as to the 
parties to it and its purpose as that there could scarcely be a mistake in 
identifying it as the agreement executed at the time of, or before, the 
execution of the will itself. It is intended that it should be part of, give 
character and distinctive purpose to, the devise. It expressed and em-— 
bodied “the terms and conditions” upon which the devise was made—it 
was made an essential and material part of the devising clause. 

In the absence of the agreement referred to, it is impossible to deter- 
mine what the devise in question was—what was its “terms and condi- 
tions”—it is left incomplete and inoperative. The clear implication is 
that the testator intended to make the devise of the land to the defend- 
ants, not absolute, but in some way dependent upon “terms and condi- 
tions” specified in the agreement of the father of the defendants with 
the testator to do or not to do something—what, we cannot see, further 
than that it was material to the completeness and efficiency of the devise. 

The plaintiffs did not at all claim under the will (the defendants 
did); their title wholly depended upon the devise in it to them, and 
hence the burden was upon them to show, not simply a part, but every 
material part of that devise, including its “terms and conditions,” and 
to show that these terms and conditions, materially affecting their right, 
had been observed and performed. They failed to put in evidence a part 
of the will under which they claim materially affecting their rights, and 
hence they failed to make good their defense. 

The evidence of the witness, received on the trial and objected (304) 
to by the defendants, in the absence of the agreement, was irrele- 
vant and immaterial. But, as we have seen, it did not prejudice them, 
and, therefore, that it was received is not good ground for a new irial. 
And for the like reason the instruction of the court given to the jury, 
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and that requested and not given, were immaterial. The defendants 
failed to show a complete and effective devise of the land to them. 
No error. 


Cited: Johnson v. Johnson, post, 626; Midgett v. Vann, 158 N. C., 
127; Watson v. Hinson, 162 N. C., 80 


THE DURHAM & NORTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY v. NORTH CARO- 
LINA RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Restitution, Writ of —Process—Possession. 


The writ of restitution lies to restore a party to the possession of property of 
which he has been deprived by some erroneous process; but it will not :be 
employed to put one in possession where he has not been ousted by the 
court; nor to take possession from one who has acquired it pending litiga- 
tion, but not by vince of any order, judgment, or process therein. _ 


Morrow for a writ of restitution, made by the defendant, before 
Womack, J., at June Term, 1890, of DuryaM. 

This case was before this Osa by a former appeal (R. R. v. BR. £., 
106 N. C., 16), and in that appeal the judgment of the court below dis- 
missing the proceeding was affirmed. Thereupon the judgment of this 
Court was certified to the Superior Court. Afterwards, in the latter 
court, the defendants insisted that they were entitled to be put in pos- 
session of the land which the plaintiffs had sought by the proceeding to 
condemn as right of way for its purposes, and to that-end they moved 
that a writ of restitution be issued. The court denied the motion and 

- gave judgment as follows: “The opinion and judgment of the 
(305) Supreme Court being certified down, affirming the former judg- 
ment of this court dismissing this proceeding, it 1s adjudged that 

the defendants recover of the plaintiff and its.surety the costs of this 
action, to be taxed by the clerk. The motion for a writ of restitution is 
refused, and from the refusal to allow the motion for writ of restitution 
the defendants appeal to the Supreme Court.” The following is so much 
of the case settled on appeal as need be reported: “It appearing that 
the defendants were not in possession of the land in controversy when 
this action was instituted, that the plaintiffs did not enter into posses- 
sion of said land under any process of the court, but under a grant from 
the town of Durham, and that the defendants have been enjoined from 
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entering upon and taking possession of said land, the motion of the 
defendant was refused and judgment rendered as appears in the record.” 


J. W. Hinsdale, John Devereux, Jr., and W. W. Fuller for plaintiff. 
D, Schenck, J. W. Graham, and F. H. Busbee for defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J. Generally the writ of restitution lies in favor of a 
party after a judgment or order of the court, under and in pursuance of 
which he has -been put out of possession of property, has been reversed, 
set aside or adjudged void, to restore him to the possession of which he 
had been so deprived. The law will not allow its process granted and 
enforced erroneously, by improvidence, mistake or abuse, to work injury 
to a party. It will always and promptly, in appropriate cases, restore 
the party prejudiced by its process to the like possession, plight and con- 
dition as he had at the time the same was executed, as nearly and as com- 
pletely as practicable. The court seeks, and is anxious to do jus- 
tice, and as well to preserve its own integrity and honor. Hence, (306) 
it is said that “if a judgment be reversed, the party shall be re- 
stored to all that he has lost by occasion of the judgment, and a writ of 
restitution shall be awarded.” Perry v. Tupper, 70 N. C., 588; Lytle v. 
Lytle, 94 N. C., 522; Tidd’s Practice, 1186; Cro. Jac., 698; Roll Ab., 
778. But here it does not appear that the defendants were put out of 
possession or prejudiced by the process of the court. On the contrary, 
the court finds that they were not in possession of the land in question 
when the proceeding began, and that the plaintiff did not obtain posses- 
sion of the same by virtue of the court’s process, but in an entirely differ- 
ent way, with which the court had no connection whatever. 

Besides, it appears from the record of the proceedings that at the time 
the same began, the plaintiff was in possession of the land, and alleged its 
right to have such possession. The defendants denied such right, and al- 
leged that such possession was wrongful, and that they owned the land 
and were entitled to possession thereof. Obviously, these allegations 
raised questions to be litigated, but as it turned out, not in this proceed- 
ing because it could not be sustained. But it thus appears that the de- 
fendants were not put out of, nor was the plaintifi put in possession of 
the land by the judgment, order er process of the court. The defendants 
were left free to enforce their rights to the land and the possession thereof 
in some lawful way. As they were not put out of possession by the pro- 
cess of the court, and the plaintiff was also in possession, alleging and 
claiming the same to be rightful, it would not only be irregular, but vio- 
lative of common right to grant a writ of restitution upon simple motion, 
and without allowing the plaintiff to litigate its right in some appro- 
priate way prescribed by law. A writ so granted would not be a writ of 
restitution ! 

Affirmed. 217 
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(307) 
JOSEPH N. BURNAP v. VERLINGER SIDBERRY f&T At. 


Contract—Specific Performance—A firmative Relvef. 


A vendee in an executory contract to convey lands, having failed to pay the 
purchase-money when it became due, subsequently purchased his notes 
therefor at an administrator’s sale for a nominal amount, and then 
brought an action to compel the vendor’s representatives to convey to him: 
Held, (1) that a specific performance would not be decreed until the 
vendee had paid the price stipulated in the contract of sale; (2) that the 
defendants having prayed for affirmative relief, it was not error to decree 
that the lands should be sold and the proceeds applied to the satisfaction 

of the balance due, if the plaintiff did not pay within a time fixed. 


Case agreed, tried at Spring Term, 1890, of Onstow, by Graves, J., to 

compel the specific performance of a contract to convey land. 

The following 1 is a statement of the facts agreed upon by the parties to 
the action: 

“1, That on 10 March, 1881, the defendants’ ancestor and intestate, 
Burgess Willams, gave the plaintiff his bond: for title for the land in 
question, thereby obliging himself to make title upon the payment to him 
of $170, secured by two notes, each dated 10 March, 1881—one for $100, 
due 1 January, 1882, with interest from date, and the other for $70, due 
12 March, 1883, with interest from date. 

“9. That on the $100 note there were paid $20 on 10 March, 1881, 
and $32 on 12 April, 1883. 

“3 That in 1886 the defendant Christian A. Williams, the administra- 
trix of the vendor Burgess Williams, procured license from the clerk of. 
the Superior Court of Onslow County to sell the evidences of debt of her 
intestate, and through an agent sold the said notes; that at the time of 

said sale she knew that the said notes had been secured by the 
(308) bond for title, but she was advised, and she supposed, that the 
lapse of time would prevent the lien from being enforced. 

“4. That the said notes were bid off at said sale of the administratrix 
for 55 cents each, and the bidder assigned his bid to the plaintiff, who 
paid the amount of $1.10 for the notes, and the said administratrix, 
through her agent, wrote on the back of each of said notes the following: 
‘Received 55 cents, the amount bid for this note at public sale. C. A. 
Williams, Administratrix, per H. E. King.’ 

“5. That the plaintiff is in possession of the land in controversy, and 
has been since the date of said bond for title, 10 March, 1881.” 

Upon this state of facts the court gave judgment that the plaintiff is 
not entitled to have specific performance of said contract as demanded 
in the complaint, that he will be entitled to have title for the land, to 
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be conveyed to him by the defendants, when he shall pay the balance of 
the said purchase-money, less $1.10, the sum he so paid for the notes 
mentioned; that if such balance shall not be paid to the defendant ad- 
ministratrix within ninety days, then a commissioner shall sell the said 
land, and out of the proceeds of the sale thereof pay such balance to the 
said administratrix, and any surplus to the plaintiff. ne latter ex- 
cepted, and appealed to this Court. 3 


S. W. aes for plainteff. 
Manly & Guion (by brief) and Nixon & Galloway (by brief) for 
defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J., after eae the case: The specific performance 
of an executory contract to convey land cannot be insisted upon in a 
Court of Equity as a matter of absolute right. I+ rests in the discretion, 
not the arbitrary, but the sound discretion of the court, controlled 
and governed by principles and rules of equitable justice, applica- (309) 
ble in each case as it arises, according to the facts and circum- 
stances attending it, whether specific performance will or will not be 
required. The court will look through the contract without regard to 
merely legal forms and technical advantage, to see what are its spirit 
and purpose, and whether the party demanding relief has on his part 
fairly and justly comphed with its requirements of him, or whether he, 
in some cases, is ready, willing and able to do so. If it appears that the 
party suing has taken undue, unjust and inequitable advantage of the 
opposing party, specific relief will not be granted; he will be left to his 
strict legal remedy, whatever that may be. The relief demanded is equita- 
ble in its nature, and he who asks the same, must himself observe and 
be governed by the principles of equity, putting aside mere forms and 
technical advantage not affecting the substance of the matter. Herren v. 
Rich, 95 N. C., 500; Love v. Welch, 97 N. C., 200; Ramsey v. Gheen, 
99 N. C., 215, and the cases there cited; Wllard v. Taylor, 8 Wall., 557. 

Now in this case the vendor retained the title to the land which he 
contracted to sell to the plaintiff on purpose to secure the purchase- 
money the latter obliged himself to pay at the times specified. The latter 
paid a small part of it—he ought to have paid the whole when it was due, 
but did not. After a long lapse of time, and after the death of the ven- 
dor, he managed to buy indirectly from the administratrix his notes for 
a mere trifle, and by this action now demands that the heirs of the vendor 
shall convey title to the land to him, although it appears, and he does not 
deny, that he has paid but a small part of the purchase-money. If he 
thus got possession of his notes and has a technical legal advantage, it is 
certainly unjust and inequitable that he should have the title of the land 
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(310) from the heirs of the vendor while he has paid but a fragment 
of the purchase-money, which, by the terms, spirit and pur- 

pose of the contract under which he claims, was a lien upon the land 
until it should be fairly and fully paid. He bought his own notes for the 
purchase-money with the knowledge that he had not paid them, and that 
the debt, of which they were evidence, was justly a lien upon the land. 
He was not a simple buyer of these notes, he bought them with the knowl- 
edge that he was bound, in conscience, to pay them and thus discharge 
the lien on the land. A Court of Equity will not help him to avail him- 
self of such inequitable advantage; it will not compel the heir to make 
title while the spirit of the contract remains unperformed on the part of 
the plaintiff. | 

The defendants, in their answer, aver their readiness to make title 
to the land to the plaintiff-when he shall pay the balance of the purchase- 
money, and they demand judgment that he be required to pay such. bal- 
ance within a time specified, and that in default of such payment the 
land be sold, etc. There is no reason why this might not be done. The 
plaintiff has brought his action, and thus submitted himself to the juris- 
diction of the court. The defendants have answered, alleging their rights 
and demanding counter-relief. The court has jurisdiction of the parties 
and the subject-matter, and may determine and administer their respec- 
tive rights embraced by the litigation. The judgment of the court 1s 
clearly warranted by the pleadings and the facts agreed upon. 

There is no error, and the judgment is 

Affirmed. | 


(311) 


‘THOMAS C. McILHENNY, Apmr. of JOHN E. LIPPITT, v. THE WIL- 
MINGTON SAVINGS AND TRUST COMPANY, GuARDIAN. 


Statute of Limitations—J udgment—Docketing. 


1. A judgment of a justice of the peace, duly docketed in the Superior Court, 
becomes a judgment of the Superior Court, and may be enforced by execn-_ 
tion at any time within ten years from the date of such docketing. 


2. Where the judgment debtor made a motion, within ten years from docketing 
judgment, for leave to issue execution thereon, which was denied, and 
thereupon, within one year after such denial, but more than ten years 
from the date of docketing, he brought an action on the judgment: Held, 
that the action was barred by the statute of limitations, the statute (The 
Code, sec. 166) not being applicable to the facts. 
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Action tried before Graves, J., at April Term, 1890, of New Han- 


* OVER. 


It appears that the intestate of the plaintiff in his lifetime obtained a 
judgment in the county of New Hanover in the court of a justice of the 
peace against Calhoun ©. Walker, the insane ward of the defendant, on 
30 March, 1878, for $140.66, and on the same day docketed it in the office 
of the Superior Court clerk in that county; that thereafter the said 
Walker was duly ascertained to be insane, and committed to the insane © 
asylum, and has ever since, there remained; that thereafter and after . 
the death of his intestate, on 11 February, 1888 (no execution hav- 
ing theretofore issued upon said judgment), the plaintiff made a 
motion demanding that an execution issue thereon, as allowed by 
The Code, sec. 440, which motion was opposed by the guardian ad 
litem of said Walker as to the motion, and denied by the court; that 
thereafter, and within twelve months next after such denial, this action 
was brought, wherein it is demanded that judgment be entered directing 
the clerk “to ascertain and set apart an adequate support for the 
said Walker, according to law, out of his property, and that out (312) 
of the surplus, if any, a sufficient amount be applied to the satis- 
faction of the plaintifi’s said judgment, and that he have general re- 
lef.” The defendant in its answer pleads the statute of limitations. 

Upon the facts admitted, as above substantially stated, the court gave 
judgment for the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed. : 


~ Thomas W, Strange for plaintiff. 
Junius Davis for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. Lhe judgment which the plaintiff seeks by this ac- 
tion to have satisfied out of the property of the defendant therein (now 
insane) was rendered by a justice of the peace, and hence was barred by 
_ the statute (The Code, sec. 153, par. 1), after the lapse of seven years next 
after its date. As, however, this judgment was docketed in the office of 
the clerk of the Superior Court, the plaintiff had the right (but for the 
lunacy of the defendant therein) to enforce the same by execution and 
to obtain execution for that purpose from time to time as occasion might 
require, just as 1f it had been rendered by the Superior Court. Indeed, 
from the time such judgment was so docketed it became a “judgment of 
the Superior Court,” as provided by the statute (The Code, sec. 839); 
Broyles v. Young, 81 N. C., 315; Adams v. Guy, 106 N. C., 275, and the 
cases there cited. So that generally in such case the plaintiff would be 
entitled to have execution to enforce his judgment at any time within 
ten years next after 1t was so docketed. Lytle v. Lytle, 94 N. C., 683; 
Tully v. West, 97 N. C., 276. 
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In the present case the judgment debtor became and was duly ascer- 
tained to be insane after the date of the judgment. The plaintiff 

(313) could not, therefore, enforce the same by the ordinary execution 
against the insane debtor’s property. His property was to be 
treated as in custodia legis, and a creditor could not reach it except 
through an order of the Superior Court in a proper case, and such order 
would not be made until first a sufficiency should be set apart for the 
maintenance of the lunatic and his family—his wife and infant children. 
- ‘Blake v. Respass, 77 N. C., 198; Adams v. Thomas, 81 N. C., 296 and 

83 N. C., 521. The plaintiff made application by motion for the ordi- 
hary process of execution against the lunatic’s property within ten years 
next after his judgment was docketed in the office of the clerk of the 
Superior Court, but his motion was denied upon the ground, it seems, 
that he could not have such execution against the property of a lunatic. 
After the lapse of ten years next after the judgment was docketed, the 
plaintiff brought this action, but he brought it within one year next after 
the motion for such execution was denied, and he here contends that 
his action is brought within the saving of, and as allowed by, the statute 
(The Code, sec. 166) and, therefore, it is not barred by the statute of 
limitations in any aspect of it. 

We think the statute just cited, invoked by the plaintiff, does not bear 
the interpretation contended for by his counsel. It has reference only to 
actions regularly instituted in the regular course of civil procedure, and 
does not embrace mere motions in an action or a motion for an execution | 
upon a dormant judgment. This appears from the legal meaning of the | 
terms employed and the obvious implication arising upon them, taken 
together, to express the legislative intent. The leading important words 
are “an action,” “an action commenced within the time prescribed there- 
for,” “a judgment therein,” “reversed on appeal,” or “arrested,” “the 
cause of action survived,” “a new action.” These words and such phrase- 
ology do not apply for the most part to motions and merely incidental 
proceedings. : 

The plaintiff’s motion for an execution, which was denied, did 

(314) not, therefore, prevent the bar of the statute. At the time his 

action (this action) began, more than ten years had elapsed next 

after his judgment was docketed. His judgment was barred next after 

the lapse of seven years from its date, and his right to enforce it by exe- 

cution or otherwise was barred after the lapse of ten years next after 
the time it was docketed. Adams v. Gray, supra. 

The purpose of this action is to enforce a judgment against a lunatic, 
obtained against him before he became insane. We are not called upon 
now to decide whether or not it could be maintained if it were not barred 
by the statute of limitations, or whether the remedy in such case should 


' $229 


N.C] |. FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
PAvuLk v, THORNTON 


be by proceedings supplementary to the execution; and we make this re- 
mark to-exclude the conclusion that we approve this method of enforcing 
a judgment against a lunatic. 

_ Affirmed. 7 | 


Cited: Oldham v. Rieger, 148 N. C., 550. 


-M. FAULK v. F. W. THORNTON. 


Kasement—Evidence—Pleading. 


In the trial of an action to recover damages for an alleged obstruction of an 
easement over lands to which the plaintiff did not, in his complaint, claim 
. title, it was error to admit testimony that the a had title to the 
servient land. 


Apprat at May Term, 1890, of Cumperiann, from Gilmer, J. 

The complaint alleges that the plaintiff is the owner and in possession 
of the tract of land—a town lot—described by particular metes and 
bounds specified, that do not embrace the “alley-way” and the room or 
rooms situate immediately over the same, presently to be men- 
tioned and described, and that his renaty brick house deseribed (315) 
is situate upon this lot. 

It further alleges— 

“9. That until the times hereinafter complained of there was formerly. 
an open alley-way running the whole length of the aforesaid brick build- 
ing, by, through and over which the plaintiff, and those under whom he 
claims, formerly, and from the times whereof the memory of man run- 
neth not to the contrary, and for more than twenty years next preceding 
the times hereinafter complained of, were wont and accustomed to have 
free ingress and egress, without hindrance or molestation, to and from 
the back part of the aforesaid brick building, and the back part of the 
premises embraced in the aforesaid boundary lines, the said alley-way 
being on the south side of and adjoining the land whereon said brick 
building stands. | 

“3. That immediately over the aforesaid alley-way, and at a distance. 
from the ground equal to the height of the second story of the aforesaid 
brick building, and on the south side thereof, and connected with the | 
second. story of said brick building, there is enclosed by brick walls a 
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room, which has walls on the east, south and west sides thereof, and 
opens into the second story of said brick building, the same being really 
and actually a projection or extension of said’ second story of said brick 
building over the alley-way aforesaid, with an open window in the front 
thereof, and an open window in the rear thereof, and the south side of 
said room is the solid, unbroken brick wall of the building immediately 
adjoining, which said brick wall of the building immediately adjoining 
serves to support said room and enclose it on the south side thereof. 

“4, That the plaintiff was, at the times hereinafter complained of, in 

the peaceable and quiet adverse possession of the aforesaid roomi 
(316) over the alley-way aforesaid, using and occupying the same in con- 

nection with his occupany of the premises and brick building 
aforesaid. | | 

“5. That the plaintiff, and those under whom he claims, have continu- 
ously, for more than forty years next preceding the times hereinafter 
complained of, held the quiet, peaceable and undisputed adverse pos- 
session of, and used and occupied the aforesaid room over the aforesaid 
alley-way as a part and parcel of and as belonging to and connected with 
the occupancy of the second story of said brick building, and enjoyed all . 
the appurtenances and privileges thereto belonging without any hin- 
drance or molestation. 

“6, That within six months next preceding the serimeneement of this 
action, that is to say, on or about the 1 August, 1883, the defendant, 
utterly disregarding the plaintiff’s rights in the premises, with a large 
number of laborers and workmen, such as brickmasons and carpenters 
and other builders in his employment, wrongfully entered upon the prem- 
ises hereinbefore described, and wrongfully did, or caused to be done and 
committed, the acts of trespass hereinafter set forth, that is to say: 
| “1, Erected a brick wall so as to obstruct and close up the aforesaid 
 alley-way so that the same cannot be any more used as theretofore it had 
been, and so as to render ingress and egress to and from the plaintifi’s 
said premises impossible; 

“9. Erected said brick wall so as to interfere with the use and enjoy- 
ment by the plaintiff and his tenants of the room over said sag 
hereinbefore described ; 

“3. Erected said wall so as i desteay one-half (or thereabouts) of the 
rear window of said room over the alley-way, and closed up about one- 
half thereof so as to exclude light and air from said room to the extent 
of said wall, acting as an obstruction to said window; 

“4. Erected said wall, as the plaintiff is informed and believes, partly 

on the premises described in the aforesaid deed, and of which 
(317) the plaintiff was then in the quiet and peaceable adverse posses- 
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sion; and other wrongs to the plaintiff then and there did, to the great 
damage and injury of the plaintiff.” 

Wherefore, the plaintiff demands judgment: 

1. For $2, 000 damages. 

2. For the costs and disbursements ie this action. 

3. For such other and further relief as he may be entitled to. 

The answer denies all the material allegations in the complaint. On 
the trial, the defendant insisted that in the complaint the alleged “alley- 
way” was described as situate “on the south side of and adjoining the 
land whereon said building (brick-building mentioned) stands,” and, 
therefore, he could not claim the ownership of “alley-way” and claim to 
locate his lines so as to include it; he contended that the plaintiff had 
alleged a description of his land and he was estopped to depart from this 
in his proof. The court held otherwise, and the defendant excepted. 
“The defendant claimed that the dividing line was in the middle of the 
alley.” There was conflicting evidence as to the possession of the alley- 
way, and also’ as to whether the alley-way was open for the public until 
a short time before the bringing of this action. 

Defendant further asked the court to charge that the plaintiff, in para- 
graph three of the complaint, having set up a claim to an easement in 
the alley-way, not as a matter of right, but only as acquired by long 
usage, and having offered no paper-writing granting an easement to him 
therein, cannot in this action assert any claim to an easement in the 
alley; that the claim of plaintiff to an easement in the alley is incon- 
sistent with his claim of title to the land over which the alley passes, and — 
both cannot be asserted in this action. 

That the acts of trespass complained of in paragraph six of the com- 
plaint as to obstructing the alley, and all evidence in regard thereto 
must be disregarded by the jury, because the plaintiff only claims 
an easement in said alley and has offered no evidence of any (318) 
right to an easement therein. 

The court declined to give any of these instructions to the jury, and ne 
defendant excepted. 

The defendant also asked the court to charge that the plaintiff, having 
_ set out in subdivision four, paragraph six, of the complaint, that the de- 
fendant erected the wall partly on the premises claimed, is estopped now 
in this action to say that the said wall is wholly on plaintifi’s land; and 
that the plaintiff, having failed to show paper title in himself, or those 
under whom he claims, prior to 10 December, 1860 (the date of the deed 
to Reuben Jones), cannot recover on the strength of his paper title. The 
court declined to give said instructions, and the defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant, 
having excepted, appealed to this Court. 
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W. A. Guthrie and T. H. Sutton for plainteff. 
N.W. Ray and J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: It is not the purpose of this 
action to recover possession of the land described in the complaint or any 
part of it, but its object is to recover damages occasioned by the alleged . 
trespass of the defendant thereon. The action is in the nature of the 
action of trespass guare clausum fregit under the former method of civil — 
procedure in this State, and the gist of it is the injury to the possession 
of the plaintiff. The general rule is that unless at the time the injury 
complained of was committed, the plaintiff was in the possession of the 
land, trespass cannot be supported. Though the title to the land may 
come in question, yet it is not essential to the action in all cases that it~ 
shall. If the plaintiff shows a legal title to the land, such title draws to 

it the possession, if there be no adverse possession, and if he be 
(319) not in actual possession, he must show a legal title. London v. 

Bear, 84 N. C., 266, and the cases there cited; Harris v. Sneeden, 
104 N. C., 369; Roberts v. Preston, 106 N. C., 411: Chitty Pleading, 
174. The eomplaint first alleged that the plaintiff 3 is the owner and in 
possession of the lot of land particularly described on which his brick 
house is situate, but it was not insisted on the trial, nor was there any 
evidence to prove, that the alleged trespass was committed on that land. 
Any question in that respect may, therefore, be put out of view. And 
so also the contention as to the title to and possession of the rooms sit- 
uate above the “alley-way” alleged in the complaint, may be put out of 
view here, because there was no evidence to prove any trespass in the 
same, and the court should have so instructed the jury. 

As to the alley-way mentioned, it must be observed that the plaintiff 
does not in the complaint allege his title to or possession of the same; 
he simply but distinctly alleges an easement in and through it that him- 
self, and those under whom he claims, had ever been accustomed to have, 
use and enjoy for a long period of time. The case settled on appeal states 
that “there was conflicting evidence as to the possession of the alley-way, 
and also as to whether the alley-way was open for the public until a short 
time before the bringing of this action’; but nothing is said of evidence 
to prove the plaintiff’s private right to use and have an easement in the 
same. On the trial, however, he contended that he had title to the whole 
alley-way and produced evidence going to prove the same. The defend- 
ant objected to the reception of such evidence, upon the ground that the 
plaintiff had not alleged title to or possession of the alley-way. The court 
overruled his objection, and he excepted. 

We think the objection to the evidence of title should have been sus- 
tained by the court. The easement alleged in the complaint was, in its 
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nature, substance and purpose, distinct and very different from (320) 
title to the land. The allegation of it by strong implication ad- 
mitted title to the land on and over which it was situate in the defend- 
ant; and very certainly it did not at all put him on notice to defend 
and prepare to defend his title to the same as a pleading alleging a cause 
of action should do. A chief purpose of pleading is to enable parties to 
litigate their rights intelligently and fairly and prevent shift and undue 
advantage. And to this end it is a well-settled rule that there must be 
allegata et probata. The court should not receive evidence that is not per- 
tinent In some aspect of material allegations in the complaint, nor should 
it receive evidence to prove a cause of action not alleged. McKee v. Line- — 
berger, 69 N. C., 217; McLaurin v. Cronly, 90 N. C., 50; Brittain v. 
Daniels, 94 N. C., 781; Greer v. Herren, 99 N. C., 492. 

‘This is not the case of variance between the alleged cause of action and 
evidence to prove the same contemplated by the statute (The Code, secs. 
269 and 270). The evidence in this case was received to prove a cause 
of action not alleged in the pleadings at all. The plaintiff was allowed 
to introduce evidence to prove that he was the owner of the land, and 
therefore in possession of the same, in the absence of adverse possession, 
when he had not alleged any cause of action. Carpenter v. Huffstetler, 
87 N.C., 278, and the cases cited supra. 

There are numerous other exceptions to the pleadings, issues, evens 
instructions given to the jury, and judgment, more or less in confusion, 
to which we do not deem it necessary to advert. They may be obviated 
by proper amendment of the pleadings. What we have said is sufficient 
to show that the defendant is entitled to a 

New trial. 


Cited: Dickens v. Perkins, 1384 N. C., 223; Millhiser v. Leatherwood, 
140 N. C., 238; Talley v. Gramte Quarries Co., 174 N. C., 447. 


| (321) 
R. F. MORRIS vy. F. M. CONNOR. 


Deed, Description in—Evidence—Contract. 


1. The rule in reference to the certainty of the description of personal property 
in a deed, and admissibility of parol evidence to support it, is less rigid 
than that which prevails with respect to real property. 


2. In conveyances of personal property, although the description may not be 
such as to distinguish it from other similar articles, or point to evidence 
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aliunde by which it might be identified, the instrument will not be void if 
supported by parol testimony sufficient to satisfy the jury that the property 
was: separated in fact at the time of the contract, so that the pers 
understood what it was and were able to identify it. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY, tried at November Term, 1890, of Hannert, 
before Boykin, J. 

The plaintiff R. F. Morris was feetaced as a witness, and testified 
that he was a printer, and sold to J. J. Stone a printing outfit, for the 
payment of the purchase-money of which a mortgage was given. 

A chattel mortgage in the usual form and properly proven and regis- 
tered was offered in evidence, and defendant objected to its admission. 

The property conveyed was described in said mortgage as follows: 

“1 Washington Hand Press, 2 Imposing Stones and stands, 4 cases of 
Long Primer type, 1 case of Brevier type,.1 case of Nonpareil type, 
2 stands and cases, 1 pair chases, rules, slugs, leads, display type and 
other articles of printing outfit, this day purchased from said R. F. 
Morris.” 

Witness testified further, as follows: 

“Washington Hand Presses are made by different firms, and are of 

different numbers and of different sizes. Imposing stones and 

(322) stands are of different sizes and different colored stone. Primer 

| type is of different nicks; stands are differently constructed by 

‘different manufacturers and are of different sizes. Chases are of differ- 

ent sizes, ordered according to number of columns of press. Rules, , Slugs, 
leads, ete., are sold hy the pound, and of different parts and sizes.’ 

The subsequent ruling of the court is stated in the case on appeal as 
follows: “Mortgage from Joseph J. Stone to R. F. Morris offered and 
objected to by defendant. Objection sustained, and plaintiff excepts. 
Plaintiff takes nonsuit, and appeals.” | 


N.Y. Gulley for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Avery, J. We can draw no other inference from the unsatisfactory 
statement of the case on appeal than that his Honor below excluded the 
chattel mortgage because the description of the property conveyed was 
upon its face too vague. While it seems that the court heard testimony, 
it was not directed to the identification of the articles mentioned in the 
mortgage, and the judge subsequently stated in explicit terms that the 
objection sustained was to the competency of the mortgage, and not to 
the sufficiency of the evidence offered to be submitted to the jury upon the 
question of its separation from other similar Properly. and consequent 

complete identification. 
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Although articles of personal property may not be described in a con- 
veyance or an executory contract for sale in such terms as to identify 
and distinguish them from other similar property, and the descriptive 
' words used may not point to evidence aliunde by which they can be iden- 
tified, the contract or conveyance will not be declared void upon its face, 
but will be enforced if parol testimony, sufficient to satisfy the jury, 
that the property was in fact separated at the time when the con- 
tract or conveyance was executed, so that the contracting parties (323) 
mutually understood what it was and clearly identified it. Car- | 
penter v. Medford, 99 N. C., 495; Dunkart v. Rhinehart, 89 N. C., 354; 
Harris v, Woodward, 96 N. C., 232; Goff v. Pope, 88 N. C., 123. 

The courts have drawn a distinction between deeds and contracts re- 
lating to realty and those that affect personalty. The rule in reference 
to the description of personal property in written contracts or ‘bills of 
sale-is less rigid than those applicable to any interest in land falling 
within the inhibition of the statute of frauds, because all agreements 
for the sale of personalty can be proven by oral testimony. Carpenter v. 
Medford and Dunkart v. Rhinehart, supra. In Blow v. Vaughan, 105 
N. C., 204, one of the reasons for requiring nicety in the identification of 
land conveyed by deed, was stated as follows: 

“The rule that the descriptive words in the deed, with the aid of evi- 
dence aliunde to which they point, must, in order to establish the validi- 
ty, identify the boundaries of the land conveyed, has been sanctioned by 
this Court, not only upon the idea that there must be a certain subject-. 
matter in the deed, but because its observance is essential to the proper 
enforcement of the statute of frauds. The evasion is as palpable and 
dangerous a violation of the statute, when it is accomplished by amend- 
ing a void contract, as when the entire contract is proven by parol evi- 
dence.” | : | | 

The mortgage was competent upon its face, and after being admitted, 
if, in fact, the plaintiff failed to offer any testimony tending to show that, 
at the time when it, was executed, the contracting parties. identified and 
mutually agreed as to the particular property that passed by it, then it — 
was the province of the court to so instruct the jury. But if such was 
the ruling of his Honor, it does not so appear from the statement of the 
case. | | 
Reversed. 
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JAMES H. MURRAY v. JAMES PENNY. 
Statute of Limitations—Partnership. 


In an action against a copartner for an account, the statute of limitations 
begins to run from the date of the dissolution of the copartnership, unless 
there is some agreement, expressed or implied, to the contrary, or some 
circumstances that render a settlement impossible. 


Action commenced on 4 April, 1890, and tried at October Term, 1890, 
of Waxk, before Boykin, J. | 

Tt was admitted that plaintiff and defendant entered into a copartner- | 
ship 1 in 1884, and that the copartnership was dissolved by mutual consent 
in the fall of 1885. 

There was but one issue submitted to the jury, and that was upon ihe 
statutory bar; and after hearing the evidence, the court held that the 
plaintifi’s action was barred by the statute of limitations, and instructed 
the jury to return a verdict in favor of the defendant, and from a judg- 
ment rendered in accordance therewith the plaintiff appealed. 

The plaintiff testified that at the time of the dissolution of copartner- 
ship, the defendant was indebted to him upon a fair accounting in the 
sum of $400; that soon after the dissolution the plaintiff and defendant 
agreed that they would submit the whole matter to one Jesse Winborne 
and abide his decision; that the plaintiff carried the partnership books 
and accounts to the said Winborne and requested him to state the part- 
nership account; the defendant was not present and did not assent to the 
manner of stating the account; that Winborne stated the account from 
the book and ex parte statement of plaintiff, and found a balance due 

plaintiff of over $430; that plaintiff the next day carried this 


(825) statement to defendant, and the defendant at once refused to ac- 


- cede to the same; said he desired two men to state the account, 
and that he should be present when it was done; that he was not present 
when Winborne made the statement, nor was he notified to be present; 
plaintiff, after this, upon several occasions, demanded a settlement, and 
defendant as often put him off, and finally the plaintiff demanded of de- 
fendant a settlement a few days before this action was brought, and the 
defendant, for the first time, refused to account, and said, in substance, — 
plaintiff would have to sue him. 


T. P. Devereux for plaintiff. 
J. H. Fleming for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The court having held that, upon the evidence, the plain- 
tiff’s claim was barred and so instructed the jury, it is necessary to con- 


' gider the evidence in the light most favorable to the appellant. 
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Unless there is some agreement, express or implied, fixing a period for 
accounting beyond the time of dissolution, or circumstances that render 
an accounting impossible, the statute begins to run from the time the 
partnership is in fact dissolved. Wood on Lim., sec. 210. During the 
existence of the partnership, the partners mutually sustain the relation 
of trustee and cestui que trust. Where there are debts still due the firm, 
and after dissolution one of the partners is to collect them, or other cir- 
cumstances showing that a settlement is impossible, the relation of trust 
between the partners may continue till some act puts them in adversary 
position to each other. Nothing of that kind is in evidence. There is 
nothing to show that any debts were outstanding and uncollected, or that 
any trust remained to be executed. On the contrary, it appears that an 
immediate settlement was possible, and that both partners agreed that it 
should be made at once. The plaintiff relies upon the evidence 
offered by himself, that. “soon after the dissolution the plaintiff (326) 
and defendant agreed that they would submit the whole matter 
in controversy to Jesse Winborne and abide his decision.” The plain- 
tiff contends that this 1s an equitable estoppel upon defendant to plead 
the statute. How far this is true under the statutory requirement that a 
waiver of the statute must be in writing, we need not now consider. 
Bates v. Herren, 95 N. C., 388. For conceding that such an agreement 
was valid to bar the running of the statute, it was not so for an unlimited 
period. It could only be a waiver for such time as was reasonable for 
the statement to be made out by Winborne, or until the agreement was 
repudiated by one of the parties, when their position would again be- 
come antagonistic and the statute would begin torun. Joyner v. Massey, 
97 N. C., 148. According to the evidence of both parties the agreement 
to refer to Winborne was almost immediately repudiated (in November, 
' 1885), and though there was evidence that the defendant then offered 
to leave the matter to two referees, it is not stated that such offer was 
accepted or acted on. This action was not brought till April, 1890, more 
than five years after the repudiation by the defendant of the attempted 
arbitration. It is true the judge held that the statute began to run upon 
the dissolution, but the error (if there was any) is immaterial error, for 
the statute certainly ran after the refusal to acknowledge the statement 
made by Winborne, which was a very short time after the dissolution, 
and, therefore, much more than three years before the institution of this — 


~ action. 


No error. 


Cited: Moore v. Westbrook, 156 N. C., 492. 
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(327) es a ' 
| B. G. SAUNDERS et at. v. W. B. SAUNDERS. 


Deed, Construction of —Devise—Residuary Clause—Administrators and 
Kaxecutors—Powers. 


S. devised a tract of land to his wife for life or widowhood, and, upon her 
death or marriage, to his daughter. In the residuary clause he directed 
that “all the balance of my estate, both real and personal, be sold and the 
money divided between my wife and the rest of my heirs at law,” and 
appointed his executor “to execute this my last will according to the true 
intent and meaning of the same.” The wife and daughter, without issue, 
died before the testators: Held, (1) that the devises to the wife and 
daughter lapsed, and by virtue of the statute (The Code, sec. 2142) the 
land fell into the residuary clause (Lea v. Brown, 56 N. C., 141, commented 
upon); (2) the will conferred authority upon the executor to sell and con- 
vey the land, and upon his renunciation and appointment of the adminis- 
trators cum testamento annexo, the latter might exercise such power; 
(3) a deed from such administrators, in which it was recited that they had 
bargained and sold to P. “all the right we held as administrators of S., one 
certain parcel of land (giving description), . . . do promise to warrant 
and forever defend the right and title of above-named tract of land to 
P. and her heirs, to be free and clear from encumbrance, so far as our 
appointment gives,’ while very informal, and not containing the usual 

_words of inheritance, passed the fee, it being obvious that such was the 
intention. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING to compel partition of the land specified in the 
petition, heard before Boykin, J., at Spring Term, 1890, of Nasu. 

The defendant denies most of the material allegations of the petition, 
and alleges that he is sole seized of the land. Both the plaintiffs and, 
defendant claim to derive title under the will of Sion Saunders. The 
following is a copy of the material parts of the will: | 

“9. I lend unto my beloved wife, Elizabeth, during her natural life 
| or widowhood, three hundred acres of land, including my dwell- 
(328) ing and outhouses, known as the ‘old tract’; also two negroes, 

slaves, Toney and Watey, and all her increase born after the date 
of this will—one horse, bridle and saddle, two cows and calves, two sows 
and pigs—her choice in the above-named stock; one buggy and harness. 
And I give, absolutely, unto my said wife, one feather bed (her choice) 
and all the bed-clothing that she brought here, and all she has raised 
since she came here, and one large chest, known as her own; one drawing 
table, two milly clocks, and all the fowls and poultry on hand at the 
time of my death. It is also my will that my wife have one year’s 
provisions for herself and family out of the crop, stock and provisions 
on hand at the time of my death. 
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“3. I give and bequeath unto my youngest daughter, Loutory Susan 
Frances, all the above-named lent property, and all the increase thereof, — 
both of negroes and stock, that shall be on hand at the death or mar- 
riage again of her mother. 


“Tt is also my will that all the balance of my estate, both real and per- 
sonal, be sold and the money equally divided between my wife and all 
the rest of my heirs at law. 

“And lastly, I do hereby constitute and appoint my trusty friend, A. H. 
Denton, my lawful executor, to all intents and purposes, to execute this 
my last will and testament, according to the true intent and meaning of 
the same, and every part and clause thereof, hereby revoking and declar- 
- ing utterly void all other wills and testaments by me heretofore made.” 

The executor named in the will renounced his right as such, and KE. H. 
Morgan and Ruffin H. Saunders were duly appointed administrators cum 
testamento annexo. The devisees mentioned in the second and third 
clauses of the will died in the lifetime of the testator, the daughter dy- 
ing unmarried and without issue. 

Afterwards, on 18 March, 1864, after due advertisement, the (329) 
administrators sold the land embraced by the second clause of 
the will, and Primy Saunders purchased the same and took their 
deed therefor, and the material parts thereof necessary to be reported 
here are as follows: . . . “have bargained and sold and conveyed to 
the said Primy all the right we hold as administrators of said Sion Saun- 
ders’ estate, one certain tract or parcel of land (that mentioned above) 
this being one-half of the house tract of land supposed to contain 150 
- acres, be the same more or less, all within the bounds; we, HK. H. Mor- 
gan and Ruffin H. Saunders, administrators of the above named Sion 
Saunders, do promise to warrant and forever defend the right and title 
of the above named tract of land to Primy Saunders and her heirs to be 
free and clear from ceria as far as the virtue of our appoint- 
ment gives. In testimony,” 
~ The plaintiffs contend that ae administrator had no power or authori- 
ty under the said will or otherwise to sell the land, and that their alleged 
sale and deed in pursuance thereof are void. They further contend that 
the said deed, if it has validity at all, conveyed to the bargainee therein - 
only a life estate. (They allege other objections to the deed that need not 
‘be mentioned here.) The defendant claims mediately under such sale and 
deed. It is admitted that the parties are those, or the representatives of 
those, entitled under the residuary clause of the will set forth above, and 
that Primy Saunders and Coly Saunders were sisters of the testator. 
The issue, “Are plaintiffs and defendant tenants in common of the land 
_ described in the petition?” was submitted to the jury, and they responded, 
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under instructions from the court, “Yes.” Thereupon the.court gave 
judgment directing a sale of the lead for partition, and the defendant, 
having excepted, appealed to this Court. 


No counsel for the plarntiffs. 
J. B. Batchelor for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. The devisees mentioned in the second and 
(330) third clauses of the will before us died in the lifetime of the tes- 
tator, and hence the devises therein to them lapsed, and the real 
estate, the subject thereof, in the absence of any intent to the contrary 
(none whatever appears) was included in the residuary devise, which 
provided that all the balance of the testator’s estate, both real aad per- . 
sonal, should be sold, and the money arising from such sale should be 
equally divided among his heirs at law. The statute (The Code, 2142) 
in force at, before and ever since the time this will was executed, ex- 
pressly provides that the real estate, the subject of such lapsed devises, 
shall be included in the residuary devise if there be any, unless the con- 
trary intention appear by the will. The purpose of this statute 1s too 
clear to admit of question. Knight v. Knight, 59 N. C., 134. 

We are advertent to the case of Lea v. Brown, 56 N. C., 141, in which 
the late Chief Justice Pearson said: “In regard to the land (that de- 
vised) there is no difficulty, for it is a well-settled rule that all real estate 
which is not effectually disposed of by the will, devolves upon the heir 
at law, and a residuary devisee can take nothing except what appears 
from the will it was intended for him to take. So that if a devise fails 
to, take effect because it is void, or by reason of the death of the devisee, 
the subject devolves upon the heir, and the residuary devisee 1s not en- 
titled to it—there being no reason for substituting a presumed general 
intention in place of the particular intention which has failed.” He 
makes no reference in the opinion (an elaborate one) to the statute above 
‘eited, which. was in force at and before the time he wrote; and we are 
unable to see or understand upon what ground his opinion rests, except 
that the exception in the residuary devise may have been ‘treated as ex- 
eluding the intent that these devisees should take the real estate, the sub- 
ject of the said devise. But nothing is said in this respect. 

Power to sell the real estate of the testator embraced by the 

(831) residuary devise is not in terms conferred upon the executor 
named in the will, but such power is certainly implied with sufli- 

cient clearness. By the law, in the absence of provision to the contrary, 
it is the duty of the executor to sell the personal estate. Here he is 
charged to sell it, and the direction to sell the same is coupled directly 
with the direction to sell the real estate. The implication is that the 
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same person (the executor) is to sell the estate, both real and personal 
property to be sold. The meaning is that the same person shall divide 
the fund arising from the whole property, and that person must sell both 
the real and personal property. Besides, the testator expressly declares in 
appointing the executor that he is such “to all intents and purposes, to 
execute this my last will and testament according to the true intent and 
meaning of the same, and every part and clause thereof.” He could 
scarcely express his purpose to confer such power more clearly otherwise. | 
than by express words. Vaughan v. Farmer, 90 N. C., 607; Council v. 
| Averett, 95 N. C., 181; Gay v. Grant, 101 N. C., 218; Orrender v. Call, 
ab., 399. 

‘The executor appointed by the will renounced his right to qualify as 
such, but if he had so qualified he might have sold the land in contro- 
versy and conveyed such title thereto to the purchaser as the testator had. 
In his stead, administrators with the will annexed were appointed to exe- 
cute its provisions, and they had power to sell the same land just as the 
executor might have done if he had qualified. The statute (Bat. Rev., 
ch. 46, sec. 40) in force at the time the will took effect, and at the time 
the sale in question was made and the deed was executed, so expressly 
provides. This statute has since the time referred to been somewhat 
modified by the subsequent statute (The Code, sec. 1493; Laws 1889, 
ch. 461; Council v. Averett, supra; Gray v. Grant, supra; Orrender v. 
Call, supra). Hence the administrators with the will annexed had power 
and authority to sell and convey the land in question to the pur- 
chaser by proper deed of conveyance. So far as appears by the (332) 
record, the sale was a valid one. 

But ‘the appellees contend that the deed executed by the administrators 

named, simply conveyed to the purchaser a life estate in the land, be- 
cause sufficient words of inheritance were omitted. It must be admitted 
that the deed is informal. Clearly the draftsman of it was not skilled 
in such matters. The intent to convey the fee simple estate in the land 
is very obvious. The nature of the transaction, as the same appears in 
and by the deed, the comprehensive nature of the terms used, the nature 
of the words of conveyance and the use of the word heirs in the clause 
of warranty, all go to make such intent clear. Indeed, the word heirs, 
as used, has no meaning pertinent, or application, if the purpose was to 
convey but a life estate. Why shall the warranty extend to the heirs 
of the bargainee if he is to have but a life estate? The important words 
of the informal warranty clause are, “do promise and warrant and for- 
ever defend the right and title of the above-named tract of land to Primy 
Saunders and her heirs.” The intent implied is that by the informal 
deed, as a whole, the land therein specified 1s conveyed in fee to the bar- 
- gainee and her heirs. The clear intent appears, and there are words of 
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inheritance sufficient in the deed to effectuate such intent, though such 
words are informally applied. It is now well settled that in such cases 
the deed will be upheld as sufficient to effectuate the intent so appearing. 
Allen v. Bowen, 74 N. C., 155; Staton v. Mullis, 92 N. C., 623; Bunn v.. 
Wells, 94 N. C., 67; Ricks v. Pulliam, tb., 225; Graybeal v. Davis, 95 
N. C., 508, are directly in point, and these and other like cases, have been 
recognized with approval in the late case of Anderson v. Logan, 105 N. 
. C., 266. The strict technical rule of interpretation applicable in such 
cases that prevailed in the distant past, even in this State, has gradually 
given way to the steady purpose of the courts to effectuate the intention 
of the parties to the deed when it contains apt words of inheri- 
(333) tance, though they may not, as expressed, be in the most appro- 
priate connection.’ Greater regard is now paid to the intention 
of the parties than to the manner of expressing the same, if that manner 
embraces words, though informally, essential to express the purpose. But 
in all such cases the intention to convey the fee must clearly appear. It 
thus appears that the defendant had title to the land in question, and was 
sole seized as he alleges. There is, therefore, error. Judgment must be 
reversed, and a new trial had according to law. 
Error, | 


Cited: Ray v. Comrs., 110 N. C., 172; Rackley v. Chestnut, ib., 264; 
Duckworth v. Jordan, 188 N. C., 525; Lumber Co. v. Swain, 161 N. C., 
568; Barfield v. Carr, 169 N. C., 576; Faison v. Middleton, 171 N. C., 
175; Broadhurst v. Mewborn, 1b., 402. 


MATTIE LONG er at. v. W. 8. RANKIN, Apme. or SUSAN BELL, 


Consideration—Contract—Married Women—Separate Estate. 


1. The note of a married woman being void, a promise to pay the same after 
discoverture must be founded upon a new consideration, or the original 
transaction must have been of such a character as to have constituted an 
equitable charge upon her separate estate. 


2. Where the husband voluntarily paid off ante-nuptial indebtedness of the 
wife and advanced money for the improvement of her separate estate, 
taking only her promissory note for such advances: Held, that the general 
separate real estate was not thereby charged. Held, also, that the general 
separate personal estate would have been charged by the necessary impli- 
cation growing out of the beneficial consideration, but the existence of such 
separate personal estate not being shown, there was no charge upon the 
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- general separate estate which the husband could have created, and, there- 
‘fore, no consideration for the promise made after disability removed. 


3. Where it was alleged that the wife conveyed her land to the husband, who 
was to make such advances, and he reconveyed to her upon her executing 
a note to pay for the same: Held, that in order to charge the land with 
such advances upon the repudiation of such note as a valid obligation, 
equity requires that the exceptional circumstances under which she alone 
could have conveyed to her husband should be shown.. , 


Action tried before Whitaker, J., upon complaint and demur- (334) 
rer, at February Term, 1891, of Harseax. 
The plaintiffs alleged : 


3. That on 18 March, 1887, Susan J. Bell executed to the plaintiffs 
her promissory note, whereby she promised to pay the plaintiffs, on de- 
mand, $1,500, with interest at 6 per cent from date. 

4, That no part thereof has been paid. 

5. That prior to said time, the said Susan J. Bell had conveyed to her 
husband, David B. Bell, one-half interest in the Gibson Hill gold mine 
tract of land in Guilford County, upon the understanding that if the 
same was not sold it should be reconveyed to said Susan upon her repay- 
ing. to said Bell all amounts paid out by him on account thereof, and 
moneys advanced by him for the improvement of her separate estate, 
and the payment of certain debts contracted by her before her marriage 
with him. During the last illness of said Bell, the said Susan demanded 
that he reconvey said land to her, and the said D. B. Bell then showed to 
her a statement of the amounts paid out and advanced by him as afore- 
said, aggregating $1,500, and agreed to reconvey said land if she would 
execute the aforesaid note to the plaintiffs. This was agreed to, and 
thereupon the said note was executed and delivered, and the said Bell 
executed a deed of reconveyance to his said wife. After the death of the 
said D. B. Bell, Mrs. Bell took said note for safe-keeping, representing 
to the plaintiff “Mattie Long that’ she was fearful it would fall into the 
hands of some one else, and then and there she promised to pay the same. 

Thereafter she declined to surrender the note, but promised to pay it. 

Wherefore, the plaintiffs pray judgment for $1,500, with interest. 
thereon, and for other and further relief, etc. 

The defendant demurred, and alleged as grounds of demurrer (985) 
that the complaint does not state a cause of action, in this: 

1. That it does not appear: on the face of the complaint that the 
contract, specified as being entered into by Susan J. Bell, his testa- 
trix, with the plaintiffs, was made with the written consent of her hus- 
band, D. B. Bell; (2) or that said contract was made for the neces- 
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sary personal expenses of said testatrix, or for the support of her family, 
or in order to pay her debts existing before marriage with D. B. Bell, or 
that she was a free trader. 

2. That it does not appear that the debt secured by the note of the 
testatrix was specially charged on the separate estate and property of 
the testator at or before the execution thereof. 

8. That the complaint fails to allege the existence of a separate estate 
in the said feme, and instead of seeking to charge a particular fund, seeks 
to charge the said feme personally. 

4. That the complaint fails to allege that the said contract with the 
plaintiffs was for the personal benefit of said feme or some advantage to 
her separate estate. 

5. That the alleged promise by said feme to pay said note since the 
death of her husband is of no validity, as said note and contract was void 
in its incipiency, and forms no consideration to support said promise. 


R. O. Burton, Jr., for plaintrff. 
Thos. N. Hill for defendant. 


SuepHerD, J. As the complaint does not distinctly allege the existence 
of any separate estate (Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C. 800) and the ac- 
tion is not brought for the purpose of subjecting the same to an equit- 

able charge, but is grounded upon the alleged legal obligation in- 
(336) curred after discoverture, the only question we can consider is the 

sufficiency of the consideration to support the promise sued upon. 
The note was unquestionably void when executed, and there was no new 
consideration subsequent to the removal of the marital disability, as in 
Bank v. Bridgers, 98 N. C., 67. 

It is well settled that a mere moral consideration will not support a 
promise (Puckett v. Alexander, 102 N. C., 95) but “a qualification to 
this rule, however, obtains in cases where there was originally a sufficient 
valuable consideration upon which action could have been sustained, but 
where in consequence of some statute or positive rule, growing out of 
general principles of public policy, the right of action is suspended and 
the party exempted from legal liability. In such cases, the moral obh- 
gation is sufficient to support an express promise, though it will not raise 
an implied promise. . . . This exception includes all promises barred. 
by the statute of limitations or discharged by the bankrupt or insolvent 
_ law, and promises by an adult to pay debts contracted during his in- 
fancy.” Story on Contracts, 466. 

Whether such a promise aie by a married woman after discoverture 
to pay a debt contracted during coverture falls within the limit of the 
above qualification, has been the subject of much anxious consideration 
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and many conflicting decisions. The distinction taken is that the con- 
tracts of a married woman being originally void cannot support a subse- 
quent promise, even though she has derived a benefit therefrom. Puckett 
v. Alexander, supra; citing Wennall v. Adney, 3 Bos. and Pul., 252. 

This distinction as to void contracts is recognized in this State, and 
is undoubtedly sustained by the weight of authority. We hold, however, 
that although in the case of a feme covert her contract is void, yet if the 
transaction is of such a character as to have subjected her separate estate 
to an equitable charge during coverture, it will be recognized in a 
court of law as a suflicient consideration to sustain a promise (337) 
made after disability removed. Felton v. Reid, 52 N. C., 269. 

Our ease, then, turns upon the question whether from the facts alleged 
the husband during the coverture had any equitable rights which he could 
have asserted against the separate estate of the wite. 

Tt is the duty of the party seeking to subject such estate to set forth 
his grounds with particularity, and the court should not be left to mere 
- inference or conjecture as to the existence of any element which is essen- 
tial to constitute such a charge. We will first consider whether the gen- 
eral separate estate was chargeable with the alleged advances of the hus- 
band. It is well settled that the separate real estate cannot be thus 
charged except by deed and privy examination (Farthing v. Shields, 106 
N. C., 289; McMillan v. Gambrill, 106 N. C., 359, and the cases there 
cited) and that the separate personal estate cannot be charged unless 
it is expressly done by the instrument evidencing the obligation, or unless 
such a charge arises by necessary implication growing out of a beneficial 
consideration. Flaum v. Wallace, 103 N. C., 296. As there is nothing 
to show that the wife was possessed of a separate personal estate (the 
language of the complaint strongly implying that her property consisted 
of realty alone) and there being no deed or privy examination, we are 
unable to see how the husband could have asserted his claims against the 
general separate estate. If, however, a separate personal estate had been 
allged, we think from the facts stated that it would have been charged 
by the necessary implication arising from the nature of the consideration. 
It is further insisted that the husband could have charged the particular 
land mentioned with the amount included in the note on the principle 
laid down in Hinton v. Ferrebee, 107 N. C., 154; Burns v. McGregor, 
and other similar cases. There can be no doubt that where a con- 
veyance has been made in consideration of the concurrent per- (338) 
formance of a particular act, equity will not permit the grantee 
to hold the fruits of the transaction and refuse to perform his part of 
the agreement. But it is contended that this principle does not apply 
here, because the wife, by executing the note, performed the only act. 
agreed upon as a prerequisite to the reconveyance of the property. Con- 
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ceding, for the sake of the argument that this view is the result of too 
refined a construction of the real agreement of the parties, we are met 
with a very serious objection which goes to the root of the plaintifi’s 
equity as to the land in question. The objection is that the plaintiff has 
not shown that he ever acquired any title from his wife. Ordinarily, 
where a conveyance of a feme covert is alleged, it will be presumed, upon 
demurrer, that it is valid and effective, but where a conveyance-by the 
wife to the husband is made the basis upon which equitable relief is 
asked, the rule is different, on account of her general legal incapacity to 
make such a conveyance (Simms v. Ray, 96 N. C., 87) and it 1s, therefore, 
necessary that it should affirmatively appear, in a case like the present, 
that the provisions of The Code, secs. 1835, 1836, have been strictly com- 
pled with, or that the title has been acquired in some other exceptional 

manner. | 

As we are not at ieee to assume that the conveyance was executed 
so as to bring it within any exception to the general law, we cannot see 
from the complaint how the husband could have availed himself of the 
principle above mentioned. 

Our conclusion then is, that upon the rather general statements in the 
complaint, the husband had no equitable rights which he could have as- 
serted against the wife, and that there was, therefore, no consideration 
for the promise upon which this action 1 18 founded, 

Affirmed, 


Cited: Cotton Mills v. Cotton Mills, 116 N. C., 649; Stout v. Perry, 
152 N. C., 8138; Butler v, Butler, 169 N. C., 586; Elliott v. McMillan, 
180 N. C., 2338. 


(339) : | | 
D. C. FARABOW er aL. v. ELIZABETH GREEN er t. 


Devise—W aste—Injunction. 


The testator devised to four of his children a tract of land “in common to their 
use, or the use and benefit of all of them or either of them during their 
natural life, and, should either E. or R., or both of them, marry, 
they shall share equally with those of my other children heretofore mar- 
ried. . . . I desire it kept in common to their use and benefit during the 
natural life of either or all of them.” After bequeathing personal property 
upon same limitations, he proceeded, “and at the death of the four chil- 
dren above named, all said property then remaining be sold and the pro- 
ceeds divided between all my lawful heirs”: Held, (1) the four children 
took a joint estate, with the right of survivorship, for life, with a contin- 
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gent interest in the fee, subject to the condition that if either E. or R. 
should marry, her interest in the life estate should end; (2) upon the 
death of the four children, or upon the death of two and the marriage of 
the other two, the fee became vested in the heirs at law of the’ testator ; 
(3) the rule in Shelly’s case was not applicable; (4) the estate of the four 
children was not impeachable for waste, but they might be enjoined in a 
proper case from depositing the inheritance. 


Action, for an injunction against waste and for damages, tried at 
September Term, 1890, of Granvittp, before Armfield, J. 

Elijah Green, thé: ancestor of the plaintiffs and defendants (who to- 
gether constitute all of his heirs at law) died about 1855, having first 
made and published his last will and testament, which was duly proved 
and recorded, and is in n form as follows: 


“First, I*give and bequeath unto the four children which is now living 
with me, namely, Elizabeth, Rachel, Francis and Elijah E. Green, the 
tract of land whereon I now live, in common to their use or the use. and 
benefit of all of them or either of them during their natural life, 
and should either Elizabeth or Rachel or both of them marry, I (840) 
desire, in that case, that they shall share equally with those of my 
other children heretofore married, and not with intending the property 
herein given to the four children hereinabove named, I desire it to be 
kept in common to their use and benefit during the natural life of all or 
either of them, and I also give to the same four children above named, 
five negroes (slaves) namely, Abram, Daniel, Solomon, Caroline and her 
child Henry, and all the future increase of said woman Caroline. My 
one-third part of the mill on the Knapp of Reed Creek and my part of 
the mill tract of land, three choice horses, ten head of cattle, their choice 
of all my stock of hogs and sheep, and their choice wagon, all the crop 
on hand, old and new, and provisions of every description, all my farm- 
ing utensils, household and kitchen furniture which I may die seized 
and possessed of, to their own proper use and benefit, in the same way 
and with the same condition that the land is given, cai it is my will and 
desire that all the residue of my property which is not herein named, be 
sold to the highest responsible bidder on a credit of one year, and the 
proceeds of such sale, together with all moneys on hand or otherwise due © 
me, be collected by the proper authority and be placed in the hand or | 
hands of my executor or executors, be properly used to the benefit of the 
same four children above named, which is now living with me, and at 
the death of the four children above named, that all said property then 
remaining be sold on a credit of one year, and the proceeds of such sale 
be equally divided between all my lawful heirs.” 
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The defendants Elizabeth Green and Rachel, Green are the only sur- 
vivors of the four children mentioned in the devise. They are both now 
over 80 years old, and neither of them is married. Francis Green and 
Elijah Green both died without having married. The other plaintiffs 
and defendants are heirs at law of the testator, except H. T. Stem and 

—, —. Stem, who were lessees of the feme defendants, charged 
(341) with committing waste in the destruction of timber. There was 

evidence tending to show that, of three hundred acres in the home 
place, only eleven acres remained uncleared, and that while it was not 
good husbandry to clear any of it for cultivation, the feme defendants 
Elizabeth and Rachel Green had permitted the defendant W. H. T. Stem 
to remove timber for house logs, and the defendant H. A. Stem to clear 
five acres of the woodland and haul off and sell valuable timber taken 
from it. ; 

Upon the verdict returned upon issues submitted, there was judgment 
restraining all the defendants from committing further ‘waste, and 
against the tenants for damages, from which defendants appealed. 


A. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 
T. C. Fuller and J. B. Batchelor for defendants. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: It seems that the testator not only 
devised the home place and bequeathed certain specific articles of per- 
sonal property to the four children, subject to the imitations expressed 
in the will, but declared it to be his desire that “all the residue of my 
property” which was not therein named, should be sold and the proceeds 
of such sale, together with all moneys on hand, should be properly used 
by his executors for the benefit of the four children named in the will. 
The home place is devised “unto the four children which is now hving 
with me, namely, Elizabeth, Rachel, Francis and Elijah, during their 
natural life; and should either Elizabeth or Rachel, of both of them 
marry, I foe in that case that they share equally with those of my 
other children heretofore married.” 

In the latter part of the will, we find a further provision, which must 
be construed with the foregoing, if we would ascertain the leading pur- 

pose of the testator and reconcile any apparently conflicting pro- 
(342) visions in such a way as to give effect to the controlling intent in 

his mind in distributing his bounty. He evidently intended to 
provide a comfortable home and a support from a well stocked farm for 
his four children during their lives, or that of the survivor, 1f both daugh- 
ters remained single; but when one of them should marry, such one 
should share equally with those children previously married, or should 
thereafter be entitled to receive nothing under the will until the time 
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should come for a sale for partition according to its terms. In order to 
give effect to the two clauses referred to, and bring them into perfect har- 
mony, we must construe his purpose to have been that the sale and divi- 
sion should not necessarily occur at the death of the last survivor of the 
four, but whenever it should happen that both of the sons, Elijah and 
Francis, should be dead and both of the daughters should be either dead 
or married. Upon the happening of these contingencies “all of said prop- 
erty is to be sold on a credit of one year” and divided “between all my 
lawful heirs,” including either of the daughters, Elizabeth or Rachel, if 
she should marry while either of the two sons survived or the other sister 
should be living and unmarried. Upon the happening of these contin- 
gencies, and not sooner, the fee would vest, not in the heirs of any of the 
children, eo nomine, but in the heirs of the testator, and, therefore, not 
being a conveyance in which an estate for life is given to an ancestor, and 
also an estate mediately or immediately to his or her heirs, the rule in 
Shelly’s case does not apply. But as the land is not devised to the execu- 
tors named in the will to be sold upon the termination of the life estate, 
and, as no power is given them in the will to sell, the land must vest, 
now that the two sons are dead, whenever it shall happen that neither 
of the daughters shall be living and unmarried, and can be sold for par- 
tition when it shall vest by and under the direction of the court for the 
persons then in esse and entitled to take under the will. Gay »v. 
Grant, 101 N. C., 206; Perkins v. Presnell, 100 N. C., 220; (8438) 
Orrender v. Call, 101 N. C., 399. ° 

It follows, therefore, if we have correctly interpreted the purpose of 
the testator, that if either of the sisters, Rachel or Elizabeth, should here- 
after marry and survive the other, a share of the home place, equal to 
that descending to the children previously married or their issue, would 
vest in her. Whatever may be the ages of the sisters, there is, certainly, 
in contemplation of law, a possibility that either may marry, if not have 
issue. As in the contingency mentioned either of them may take under 
the will an undivided interest in the fee, neither is within the meaning 
of our statutes (The Code, secs. 624 to 630) a life tenant, nor is either 
impeachable for waste, but the plaintiffs must be content with equitable 
relief by injunction. In the case of Gordon v. Lowther, 75 N. C., 193, 
the Court said, in effect, that while persons holding a vested estate for 
life, coupled with such contingent interest, are not lable in an action for 
waste, they and their tenants may be restrained from further despoiling 
and injuring the inheritance, where it appears that they have been re- 
moving from the land timber trees not cut down in the course of prudent 
husbandry. That case was cited with approval in the later case of 
Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C.,.166. As the judge permitted the jury to 
find the facts in response to the issues submitted, and had a right to do so 
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in aid of his conscience, there is no reason for granting a new trial. 
It is only necessary that the final decree shall be modified so as to provide 
that all of the defendants, their agents, ete., shall be restrained from 
committing further waste upon the lands, and to strike out so much of 
it as adjudges that the plaintifis shall recover damages of the defendants 
H. A. Stem and W. T. Stem. 7 
We have carefully reviewed the exceptions to the rulings of the court 
in admitting testimony and find them correct, and that the in- 
(344) struction given to the jury was a full, clear and able exposition of 
the law governing the liability of life tenants and tenants for 
years for damages for waste. The judgment so modified is affirmed, and 
the plaintiffs will be taxed with one-half the costs of this Court, and 
the defendants, Elizabeth Green, Rachel Green, W. TI. Stem and H. A. 
Stem, with the residue. 
Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: S.c., 110 N.C. 414. 


McABSHER & HULCHER vy. THE RICHMOND & DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Contract—M erger—Common Carrier—Sunday Laws—Issues. 


1. it is erroneous to submit an issue to the jury which is not raised by the 
pleadings. ) 


2. Where the law of the place of the performance of a contract for the sale 
and delivery of goods prohibits such transactions on Sunday, the courts 
will not recognize any market price alleged to be prevalent on that day. 


8. The plaintiffs made an oral contract with a common carrier, by which the 
latter agreed to furnish cars for the transportation of plaintiffs’ property 
on a day certain, but failed to do so; a short time thereafter the carrier 
did ship the goods, for which it gave a bill of lading: Held, that the prior 
oral contract was not merged in the latter, and the plaintiffs could main- | 
tain an action for damages for a breach thereof. 


Appra at Spring Term, 1890, of Asuz, from Bynum, J. 
The facts upon which the opinion is. based are stated therein. 


G, N. Folk and G. W. Bowers for plaantrffs. 
D. Schenck and F. H. Busbee for defendant. 
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SuEerpHerD, J. J. The plaintiffs allege that defendant con- (345) 
tracted to furnish them two cattle cars at Taylorsville on a cer- 
tain Thursday, in order that they might ship their cattle on the east- 
bound train of that day. They also allege, for the purpose of showing 
special damages, that their object in contracting for the cars at the 
time stated was to reach the city of Norfolk, Virginia, with their cattle 
on the following Saturday morning, so as to avail themselves of the 
Sunday market, that being “the best market day” in the said city. 
They further allege that their said purpose was known to the defendant, 
and they seek to recover damages for the breach of the said contract. 

The defendant, among other defenses, denied these allegations, and 
issues One and two, involving their truthfulness, were properly framed 
and submitted to the jury. The court also submitted the third issue, 
which was as follows: “Did it (the defendant) agree to carry the cattle 
there in time for said market?” To this issue the defendant excepted, 
and we think that the exception should be sustained. There is no 
allegation that the defendant contracted to transport the cattle to Nor- 
folk at any particular time, and the mere knowledge on its part of the 
plaintifi’s object and purpose to reach that place on, Saturday does not 
dispense with the necessity of alleging that there was an agreement to 
that effect. There must be allegata as well as probata. The defendant 
may well have been prejudiced: by the said issue, as it does not appear 
that his Honor, in his charge, distinguished the damages to be recovered 
for a violation of this interpolated contract from those which might be 
recovered upon the contract upon which the first issue was founded. 

2. The defendant further contends that the plaintiffs cannot recover, 
because their purpose was illegal, in that the sale of cattle in public 
market on Sunday was prohibited by the law of Virginia. As 
the court could not take judicial notice of such a law, and as its (346) 
proof was accompanied by evidence tending to show that the 
alleged transactions on Sunday were not, according to the custom of 
the place, completed sales—the payment and delivery being made on 
Monday, and therefore not a violation of the Sunday law of the said 
State (1 Whart. Com., 383; 2 Pars. Com., 763; Benjamin on Sales, 
732)—we do not feel warranted in passing upon the vitiating effect 
of the said law upon the contract of carriage had it been clearly shown 
that the purpose of the plaintiffs was to effect a completed sale on the 
_Lord’s day. 

Granting, however, that there was a legal contract, that 1s, one free 
from any illegal purpose in its inception, to transport to Norfolk, as 
alleged, we are entirely satisfied that the defendant’s third prayer of 
instruction should have been given. _ 

The prayer follows: 
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“That the plaintiff cannot show any sale day, or any market price in 
Norfolk on Sunday, because all work and labor is forbidden by the laws 
of Virginia, nor can he recover any damages by reason of the difference 
between such punedy market prices and the market price of another 
day.” 

The Code of Virginia, ch. 192, sec. 17, onoliits such sales on Sunday, 
and this being so, 1t plainly follows that there can be no “market price” 
on that day which can be recognized in a court of justice. It 1s true 
that the plaintiffs explained the nature of the agreements that were 
made on Sunday, but it was for the jury to determine whether this 
explanation was true, and in view of the uncertainty in which the matter 
was involved, we think the prayer should have been given with the 
modification that, if the transactions were of the character ¢ as stated by 
the plaintiffs, such damages might be considered. 

There were other exceptions, but, as we think for the foregoing 
reasons that a new trial should be printed. it 1s wnnecessary to pass 
upon them all in this appeal. 

3. We think it best, however, to express our opinion upon the 

(347) point so earnestly and ably pressed upon us, to wit, that the 

shipping of the cattle by the plaintiffs at a later day and the 

taking of a bill of lading had the effect of merging into this latter con- 

tract the prior oral one which is sued upon. This point is distinctly 

decided in Hamilton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 398, and we are asked to over- 
rule that decision. 

We have examined with great care the cases cited by the defendants, 
but they fail in our opinion to shake in the slightest degree the authority 
of the case mentioned, and they clearly have no application to the 
present suit. It is familiar learning that where parties have put their 
contracts in writing, in the absence of fraud or mistake, oral testimony 
shall not be heard to contradict, add to or vary their terms; and that 
this Court is fully impressed with the importance of maintaining this 
salutary rule of evidence, will be seen from the case of Moffitt v. Maness, 
102 N. C., 457, and other decisions. But we are at loss to understand 
how that principle is violated by the ruling of his Honor in this case. 
It is not denied that a common carrier may enter into an oral contract 
concerning the carriage of freight, and the plaintiffs insist that such a 
contract was entered into between them and the defendant. What con- 
tract? Very plainly not the actual contract of shipment, which was | 
evidenced by the bill of lading, for that contract was duly performed. 
But it is the contract sued upon which was a distinct, or, as Chief 
Justice Smith says in Hamilton’s case, an “antecedent” one, to wit, not 
as to the terms of the proposed shipment, but that the defendant would 
have the cars ready to transport the cattle of the plaintiff on a certain 
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day. The cars were not ready on that day, and there was therefore a 
breach of the said agreement. In consequence of this breach of agree- 
ment, there was in fact no shipment or contract of shipment on said 
day, and it is because there was no such shipment or contract of ship- 
ment at the time mentioned (which was the result of the defend- 

-ant’s failure to perform its contract to be ready to transport) (348) 
that the plaintiffs claim to have been endamaged. 

Here, then, we have a special contract to provide transportation on a 
certain day. It is broken, and damage ensues. Can it be that because 
the plaintiffs afterwards entered into an actual contract of shipment, 
which was duly performed, that their right to recover damages for the 
breach of a prior special contract is “merged” into the second, and thus 
entirely defeated ? 

Suppose that A contracts with B, a liveryman, by which B is to fur- 
nish him a conveyance on a certain day to a certain place, and A is 
ready at the time and place to perform the contract, but B refuses or 
fails to comply, and by reason of such refusal or failure A is endamaged, 
can it with reason be contended because A still wishes to go to the place, 
and makes a contract with B on another day, under which contract B 
actually conveys him there, that this amounts to a waiver of damages 
for the breach of the prior contract? The mere statement of the propo- 
sition, without argument, would seem to furnish a negative answer, and 
yet sich is the very case presented by this record. 

The numerous authorities cited by the defendant establish the propo- 
sition that the terms of a contract evidenced by a bill of lading, duly 
assented to, cannot be varied by oral testimony, and that all preliminary 
“chaffering’” about it is merged in the writing. This is the correct prin- 
ciple, though we find several cases cited in the notes to some of the de- 
fendant’s authorities which seem to impinge upon the rule as above 
stated. | 

It will be noted, upon a careful perusal of the cases referred to by the 
defendant, that they relate to the terms of the contract. Take, for 
instance, Hopkins v. R. R., 16 A. & E. R. C., 126, where the plain- 
tiff proposed to show that the defendant had agreed to allow 
him rebates, but he subsequently accepted a bill of lading which (349) 
contained no such stipulation. It was properly held that this 
testimony was adding to a complete contract and could not be admitted. 

In Snow v. R. &., 28 A.& E.R. C., 77, the same principle was applied, 
and so it will appear in “Lawson on Contracts of Carriers,” and all of 
the other authorities cited, that the courts were but applying the ordi- 
nary rule of evidence as to the terms of a contract which had been 
reduced to writing. The only terms of the contract im the present case 
were that the defendant was to be ready to transport on Thursday, and 
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to enter into and perform a contract of shipment on that day. They 
violated this special oral contract, and we cannot see what it had to do 
with the terms of an actual contract of shipment made on a euPecauen 
day, and which has been duly performed. 

We think that the judge’s ruling was correct in this sanicled but 
for the reasons first mentioned we are of the opinion that there should 
be a new trial. 

Error. 


L. M. WATERS y. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Evidence—Laws of other States—Consideration—Sunday Laws— 
Contract. 


1. Courts will not take judicial notice of the laws of another State in the 
Union, or of ‘foreign countries. 


2. Where the complaint alleged that the defendant, a common carrier, con- 

: tracted for a valuable consideration to transport cattle to a place in an- 
other State by Saturday, the plaintiff giving as a reason that he desired 
to get the benefit of the following Sunday prices, and it was proved that 
the laws of the State where the cattle were to be delivered forbade sales — 
on Sunday: Held, that it was not error to refuse to instruct the jury that 
the contract was based upon an illegal consideration. 


8. Evidence of the market price of a commodity on Sunday in a State where 
business transactions on that day are forbidden, will not be heard in 
support of an action to recover damages for a breach of contract to 
deliver the goods on that day. 


(350)  Aorron tried at Spring Term of AsHz, Bynum, J. 

The plaintiff alleged that the defendant entered into a con- 
tract with him, by which it undertook, in consideration of the sum of 
$58.50 to furnish, on Thursday morning, at the town of Taylorsville, in 
this State, a stock-car capable of holding and transporting thirty-two 
head of cattle, and would transport and deliver the cattle in the city of 
Charleston, S. C., on the following Saturday, “so that he (plaintiff) 
could be ready for the Sunday market, because he had reliable informa- 
tion that beef cattle would be very high at that time, and because, fur- 
ther, it was the best day for sale”; that the defendant entered into the 
contract with this distinct understanding of the purposes and intention 
of the plaintiff; that the defendant failed to perform the contract accord- 
ing to its terms, and did not deliver the cattle in Charleston until Sun- 
day after the close of the market, whereby he suffered great damage, etc. 

The defendant ‘put in a general denial, and, for a further defense, 
alleged that the contract was void, because it contemplated a sale of 
the cattle on Sunday. 948 
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The plaintiff, against the objection of defendant, offered evidence of 
the market price of beef cattle in Charleston on the Sunday next after 
the day for delivery provided in the contract, and defendant excepted. 

The defendant introduced in evidence the general statute of South 
Carolina, as follows: 

“Section 1632. No person or persons whatsoever shall publicly ery, 
show forth or expose to sale any wares, merchandise, fruit, herbs, goods 
or chattels whatever upon the Lord’s day or any part thereof, 
upon pain that every person so offending shall forfeit the said (351) 
goods so cried or shown forth or exposed to sale.” 

And also see section 1631 of said statutes, as follows: 

“No tradesman, artificer, workman, ‘laborer or other person whatso- 
ever, shall do or exercise any useless labor, business or work of their 
calling on the Lord’s day, commonly called the Sabbath, or any part 
thereof, works of necessity or charity only excepted; and every person 
being of the age of fifteen years or upwards offending in the premises 
shall for every such offense forfeit the sum of one dollar.” | 

Defendant asked the court to instruct the jury that sales of property 
on Sunday being forbidden by the laws of South Carolina, the jury are 
not to consider any evidence offered by plaintiff tending to show a 
market in Charleston, S. C., on Sunday, or the market price on that 
day, in estimating his damage, if he has sustained any. 

This instruction was refused, and the defendant excepted. 

The defendant then moved the court to dismiss the action on the 
ground that it appeared from the complaint and the evidence that the 
contract, the breach of which was complained of, was based on an illegal 
consideration and was void. ‘This was also refused, and defendant 
excepted. 

There was judgment for plaintiff, from which defendant appealed, 


G. N. Folk and G. W. Bowers for plainteff. 
D. Schenck and F. H. Busbee for defendant. 


SuepHerD, J. 1. The defendant moved in this Court to dismiss the 
action for that on the face of the complaint it appeared that the ulti- 
mate purpose | of the plaintiff in-making the contract sued upon, was 
illegal, in that he intended to violate the Sunday laws of South Caro- 
lina. As a motion of this character is based entirely upon the 
facts stated in the complaint, and as it does not appear from the (352) 
said pleading that the sale of cattle in market on Sunday is for- 
bidden by the laws of the said State, and as we cannot take judicial 
notice of such laws (Hooper v. Moore, 50 N. C., 180), 1t is very plain 
that the motion must be denied. 
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2. On the trial below, however, the defendant proved that by the 
statute laws of South Carolina (General Statutes 1631, 1632) such a 
sale was unlawful, and it prayed the court to hold that, from the facts 
alleged and the evidence, the contract “was based upon an illegal con- 
sideration and was void.” The court very properly declined to give the 
instruction, as there is not the shghtest illegality either in the considera- 
tion or promise. The consideration was the sum of $58.50, and the 
_ promise was to transport the cattle so as to reach the city of Char leston 
on Saturday. We presume that the defendant intended to A esent the 
question as to the effect of the alleged dlegal purpose of the plaintiff, 
but as this point is not raised by the prayer for instruction, we do not 
feel at liberty to pass upon it in:this appeal. The distinction to which 
we have adverted is universally recognized, and 1s clearly expressed by 
Pollock Contracts, 317. He-says that, “An agreement is the complex 
result of distinct elements and the illegality must attach to one or more 
of those elements in particular. It is material wae it be found 1 m 
the promise, the consideration or the ultimate purpose.” 

3, The defendant asked the court to instruct the jury that sales of 
property on Sunday being forbidden by the laws of South Carolina, the 
jury are not to consider any evidence offered by plaintiff tending to 
show a market in Charleston, 8. C., on Sunday, or the market price on 
that day in estimating his damage, if he has sustained any.” This 
instruction was refused, and in this we think there was error. It will be > 
noted that there was no evidence as in McAbsher’s case, ante, tending 

to explain the nature of the customary Sunday transactions at 
(353) said market, to the effect that the sales were not to be completed 

on that day, and as such completed sales were prohibited by law, 
it must follow that there could have been no Sunday market price. The 
defendant was entitled to the instruction. There must be a new trial. 

Error. 


Cited: Tucker v. Tucker, 110 N. C., 338, 340; Rodman v. Robinson, 
134 N. C., 508. 


G. H. MITCHELL v. T. W. HOGGARD, 


Devise—Tenants in Common—Action to Recover Land—Trial— 
Judge's Charge. 


1. A devise to “my daughter E and my grandson G one tract of land adjoin- * 
ing lands of H and M, lying on the south side of the road leading from 
M to W, to be divided between the two as follows, . . . so that my 


250 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
MITCHELL v. HocearD 


daughter E shall have adjoining the lands of B and G, the lands adjoin- 
ing the lands of H and others, to them and their heirs forever,” did not 
create an estate in common in the entire tract, but an estate in severalty 
in the devisees respectively to the parcels as established by the dividing 
line. 


2. An erroneous instruction to the jury upon an immaterial aspect of the 
case, Which does not appear to have misled the minds of the jury from 
the real issue, is not sufficient ground for a new trial. 


AppraL at February Term, 1891, of Bertin, from Graves, J. 

_ It appears that George Wynns died many years ago in the county of 
Bertie, leaving a will, which was duly proven, wherein he devised part 
of his real estate as "fellows: 

“T give to my daughter, Elizabeth Burden, and my grandson, George 
Hf. Mitchell, one tract or parcel of land adjoining the lands of Elisha 
Hoggard and Giles Mitchell, lying on the south side of the road leading 
from Guiles Mitchell’s to Windsor, to be divided between the two 
as follows: The dividing line to begin near the place called the (854) 
Watering Hole on the road, thence running straight to the back 
line, so that my daughter Elizabeth shall. have adjoining the lands of 
Abram Burden, her husband, and Giles Mitchell and George H. 
Mitchell, to the parcel adjoining Elisha Hoggard and others, to them 
and their heirs forever.” And there is no other part of the will relating 
to the same or affecting It; 

The plaintiff is the male devisee mentioned in this clause of the wil, 
and the defendant claims the land in question, deriving title thereto 
from the feme devisee therein mentioned. 

The action is brought to recover possession of part of the land so 
devised to the plaintiff, and as specified in the complaint. He alleges 
and contends that the “watering hole on the road,” designated in the 
devise as the beginning of the boundary line, is at a point alleged and 
specified in the complaint, and that the defendant is in the possession 
of land described on the plaintifi’s side of that line, ete. 

The defendant, in his answer, admits the will and the devise therein; 
alleges that he is the owner of the land so devised to the feme devisee 
mentioned, and denies that he is in possession of any part of the plain- 
tiff’s land, ete. 

The case settled on eee states that on the trial “one of the main 
points in the controversy was the location of the beginning point on the 
road for dividing the land,” that is, the “watering hole,” each party 
claiming a different location. 

The following issue was submitted to the jury: “Is the plaintiff en- 
titled to the possession of the land described in the complaint ?” 
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‘The plaintiff asked the court, upon the pleadings, proofs and admis- 
sions of the defendant, to answer that issue “Yes.” 

This the court refused, saying that he would reserve any question 
growing out of the pleadings and tenancy in common until after the 
verdict. To the refusal so to instruct the jury the plaintiff excepted. 

The jury answered the issue thus: “No; we find the watering 
(355) hole claimed by the defendant the starting place.” 

Upon the return of the verdict the plaintiff again asked for 
judgment for the possession of the land with the defendant, which was 
refused by the court, and the plaintiff again excepted. 

There was no evidence of any ouster of plaintiff by defendant, or 
demand of plaintiff to be let into possession, and refusal by defendant. 

No demand of plaintiff, as averred, that the court should instruct the 
jury to respond to the issue, “Yes.” 

His Honor instructed the jury that, as a matter of law, plaintiff and 
defendant were tenants in common, and the dispute was the beginning 
point on the road—plaintiff claiming one place and defendant another— 
and it was for them to say, from the evidence, which point was intended 
by the testator George Wynns, and they responded accordingly. | 

Upon the verdict the court gave judgment for the defendant, and the 
plaintiff appealed to this Court. 


R. B,. Peebles for plaintiff. 
D.C. Winston for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The case settled on appeal 
is not at all free from confusion. It seems that the plaintiff contended, 
on the trial, that he and defendant were tenants in common of the land 
in controversy, and the court so held; but it held further in this connec- 
tion that there was no evidence of ouster of the plaintiff or demand on 
his part that he be let into possession. But such questions were certainly 
not raised by the pleadings in any view of them. 

The complaint plainly alleges that the plaintiff is the owner of the 
land therein specified; that the defendant is wrongfully in possession 

thereof and unlawfully withholds the same, ete. This the defend- 
(356) ant denies, and as to the possession, a proper issue raised was 

submitted to the jury. The parties both claim under the devise 
above recited. It seems that the court was of opinion that this devise 
made the parties tenants in common, and hence the opinion expressed— 
that they were. We think such opinion was not well founded, and there- 
fore the plaintiff was not entitled to any benefit from it in any aspect of 
the case. The devise must be construed as a whole, and the intention of 
the testator must prevail. The first part of the devising clause simply 
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declares the testator’s purpose to devise the tract to the devisees named, 
but in that immediate connection he qualifies, explains and makes his 
purpose specific by designating and specifying a “dividing line,” cutting 
the tract into two distinct parts, and devising to his daughter named the 
part described, situate on one side of that line, and to the plaintiff the 
other part, sufficiently designated, situate immediately on the opposite 
side of that line. The clear purpose was to divide the tract into two 
parts, and devise one part tothe plaintiff in severalty and the other part 
to the other devisee in severalty. 

It seems that the real dispute on the trial was as to the true location 
of the “dividing line.” It is stated in the case settled on appeal that 
“one of the main points in the controversy was the location of the be- 
ginning point on the road for dividing the land—that is, the ‘watering 
hole’-—each party claiming different location.” So far as we can see, 
the parties were not tenants in.common, and no question in that respect 
could arise. The plaintiff contended that the “watering hole” was at 
one point, the defendant that it was at a different point on the road 
mentioned, and the true location of the “dividing line” depended upon 
whether the contention of the plaintiff or that of the defendant was well 
founded. The cause of action and the pleadings might appropriately 
and pertinently raise such contentions. It sufficiently appears that such 
was the real ground of the controversy, and the court instructed 
the jury that “it was for them to say, from the evidence, what (357) 
point was intended by the testator,” etc. There was no exception 
- to'this instruction. The evidence produced on the trial was sent up. It 
tended very strongly to prove that the “watering hole” was at the point © 
contended for by the defendant, and the jury so found. Upon the verdict 
the court properly gave judgment for the defendant. | 

It is true, as we have seen, that the court erroneously said on the trial 
that the parties were tenants in common of the land, but the opinion 
thus expressed was immaterial and not at all pertinent. It did not in its 
nature mislead or distract the minds of the jury as to the issue sub- 
mitted to them. It had no application. It is not suggested nor does it 
appear that it did. It was harmless, and therefore not ground for a 
new trial. 

No error. 
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J. W. BURBAGE Anp WIFE V. SAMUEL WINDLEY anp H. A. WINDLEY, 
EXXEcutTorS oF R. C. WINDLEY. 


Insurance—Contract—C onsideration—Wag er-—Pleading. 


1. In actions upon parol contracts it is necessary that the complaint should 
disclose a sufficient consideration. 


2. W took an insurance policy, payable to himself, upon the life of H for 
$10,000; he had no insurable interest in the life of H, and it was alleged 
in the complaint that the only consideration which induced H to have his — 
life insured for W was the promise of the latter that he would pay H’s 
widow $500 from any moneys he might collect on the policy. H died and 
W collected the sum specified in the policy, but refused to pay any part to 
the widow: Held, that the alleged contract was without consideration ; 
that the promise was simply a wager, a mere gambling speculation— 
contra bonos mores—and would not be enforced. 


(358) Apprau from Whitaker, J., at May Term, 1890, of Braurort. 

The complaint alleges in substance that in the year 1883, R. C. 
Windley, now deceased, the testator of the defendants, at different times 
specified, applied to three several insurance companies and obtained 
from each of them an insurance policy, granted and made payable to 
him and for his own benefit, whereby each, for the consideration speci- 
fied therein, insured the life of John W. Hammond “on the ordinary life 
plan” for the sum of money in each specified, the three policies aggre- 
gating the sum of $10,000. It is not alleged nor does it at all appear 
that the said testator had any insurable, or any interest, in the life of the 
said Hammond. It is alleged: 

“Third.—That the consideration, and the sue consideration, which 
induced and moved the said John W. Hammond to permit Mr. Windley 
to have his life insured was that the said Windley contracted and agreed 
with the said John W. Hammond and his wife Sarah E. Hammond that 
out of the moneys which the said Windley would collect on these policies 
and certificates of insurance upon the life of the said Hammond after his, 
the said Hammond’s death, he, Windley, would pay to Sarah E, Ham- 
mond, now Burbage, the sum of five hundred ($500) dollars.” 

Hammond died on 15 January, 1884, leaving surviving him his said — 
wife, who afterwards, on 6 February, 1884, intermarried with her 
coplaintiff. The said insurance companies afterwards, in April, 1884, 
“took up the policies and certificates of insurance” from the said tes- 
tator. The plaintiffs made demand of the said testator, in his lifetime, 
that he pay to the feme plaintiff, who was his wife and widow of the 
said Hammond, the said sum of five hundred dollars, which he refused 
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to do. The said R. C. Windley afterwards, on 15 December, 1886, died, 
leaving a last will and testament, which was proven, and the defendants 
qualified as executors thereof. 

The plaintiffs bring this action to recover the said sum of (359) 
$500. The defendants in their answer deny the material allega- 
tions of the complaint; allege that said contracts of insurance were 
without consideration, and void as wagering contracts, and against the 
policy of the law, and pleaded the statute of limitations. 

On the trial there were several exceptions of the defendants to evi- 
dence received, others to instructions given to the jury, and others 
upon the ground that the court refused to give certain instructions 
specially asked for by them. It is not necessary to report these, as this 
Court disposed of the case on another and a different, distinct ground. 

In this Court the defendants moved to dismiss the action upon the 
ground that the complaint fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action. 


Simmons & Whitaker (by brief) for plaintiffs. | 
J. H. Small (by brief) and W. B. Rodman, Jr., for defendants. 


Merrion, C. J., after stating the case: In this and like actions where 
the contract or promise sued upon is by parol, a sufficient consideration 
should be alleged in the complaint to support the contraet or promise. 
This is essential, because otherwise no catise of action is alleged or 
. appears in the pleadings. In some cases, such as where the cause of 
action is a bill of exchange or a promissory note, and some other legal 
liabilities; the mere statement of the liability which constitutes the 
consideration is sufficient. In these cases the nature of the liability 
itself sued upon implies the consideration; but in all other cases of 
simple contract it is necessary that the complaint should disclose a 
sufficient valuable consideration, whatever that may be. Moreover, the 
consideration alleged must be lawful and not in its nature, because of 
some tainting or vitiating quality in it, void. Moore v. Hobbs, 79 N. C., 

535; Burnett v. Besso, 4 John., 235; 1 Chitty PL, 294. 

| There are cases where a sia of een is imparted alleged (360) 
in the complaint; this pleading may be helped by admissions in 

the answer, but this is not one of them. Indeed, there is no admission 
in the answer that, in any view of the allegations of the complaint, 
would help them at all. Hence, it appears from the complaint itself— 
the allegations of the supposed cause of actlon—that the only considera- 
tion alleged or relied upon is, as we shall presently see, unlawful and 
void as such. In other words, it appears from the complaint that there 
is no consideration to support the promise to pay the sum of money for 
which the plaintifis demand judgment. 
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- The. complaint itself discloses the material facts that R..C. Windley, 
the testator of the defendants, in his lifetime, procured three policies of 
insurance, each purporting to insure the life of John W. Hammond, the 
former husband of the feme plaintiff, for a sum of money specified 
therein, the three sums aggregating ten thousand dollars—Windley, in 
consideration of permission given him by Hammond to so insure the 
latter’s life, agreeing to pay of the money he might realize from such 
insurance five hundred dollars to the feme plaintiff. It is not alleged 
that Windley had any insurable interest in the life of Hammond. On 
the contrary, it appears by implication, if this is not expressly alleged, 
that he had none. It is alleged “that the consideration, and the only 
consideration, which induced and moved the said John W. Hammond to 
permit Mr. Windley to have his life insured, was that the.said Windley 
contracted and agreed with said John W. Hammond and his wife Sarah 
E. Hammond that out of the moneys which the said Windley would 
collect on these policies and certificates of insurance upon the life of 
the said Hammond after his, the said Hammond’s death, he, 
(861) Windley, would pay to Sarah E. Hammond, now Burbage, the 
sum of five hundred ($500) dollars.” 

It thus clearly appears that the purpose of Windley, with the knowl- 
edge, consent and codperation of Hammond, was to insure the latter’s 
life, in which. he had no insurable interest, for his own benefit. He 
simply promised to pay the feme plaintiff of the money he might realize 
after the death of her husband five hundred dollars, expecting to realize 
nine thousand, five hundred dollars for. himself, less such prene on 
the insurance as he might pay. 

As the assured had no insurable interest in the hfé of the an que 
vie the contract was simply a wager; it was not founded upon any just 
and lawful consideration; 1t was a mere gambling speculation. The 
assured was not to be indemnified against loss, injury or disadvantage in - 
any respect growing out of the life he insured; the insurance was not 
intended to serve any legitimate business purpose or end—it was purely 
a matter of speculation founded upon nothing but hazard. 

Such contracts and speculations are wholly unnecessary; they cannot 
serve or promote any useful and wholesome purposes of individuals, 
society, or government. They do not stimulate, promote or encourage 
industry, enterprise, legitimate business, sound morality, or increase the 
wealth of the people or the strength and power of the State. On the 
contrary, their nature and uniform experience go to show that they 
represent nothing substantial or valuable, or of practical advantage to 
persons or communities. They strongly tend to demoralize society and 
embarrass industries and general business. In their very nature they 
stimulate, afford incentives to, and encourage those who become parties 
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to them to resort to sinister, oftentimes criminal, means to turn or end 
the hazard in their favor, and thus gain unjust and dishonest advantage. 
They encourage men to engage in the business of speculation in hazards | 
not necessary or useful in the general purposes and business of 

life, but which is positively and seriously injurious to them. (362) 
Such contracts and speculations contravene the justice and policy 7 
of the law—they are contra bonos mores, and are therefore void. 

While there is no decision of this Court directly in point here, it 1s 

well settled by a multitude of uniform decisions that all contracts against 
the policy of the law, and such as contravene sound morality, are on 
such account void. We cite a few of the many cases: Sharp v. Farmer, 
20 N. C., 255; Blythe v. Lovinggood, 24 N. C., 20; Ingram v. Ingram, 
49 N. C., 188; King v. Winants, 71 N. C., 469; Waillcams v. Carr, 80 
N. C., 295; Griffin v. Hasty, 94 N. C., 488. 
In Shepherd v. Sawyer, 6 N. C., 26, the Court held that when “A 
herees with B for 244 per cent premium paid down to insure a negro 
slave reported to be lost in Pasquotank River, B has no interest in the 
negro, yet, his loss being proved, B is entitled to recover his value.” 
This decision is placed upon the ground that it was an “innocent wager,” 
and that such wagers were sanctioned by the common law. The opinion 
of the Court is very brief, and no authority is cited to show that it was 
“innocent,” nor is any reason stated why it was such wager. If the 
Court intended that the case should have general application to wagers 
in insurance embracing cases like the present one, we cannot hesitate to 
say, in the absence of reasons stated in support of it, that, in our judg- 
ment, 1t is not sustained by the greater weight of reason or the greater 
weight of authority, certainly at the present day. fuse v. Ins. Co., 28 
N. Y., 516; Lord v. Dall, 12 Mass., 115; Ins. Co. v. Hazzard, 41 Ind., 
116; Cormack v. Lewis, 15 Wall, 6483; Ins. Co. v. France, 14 U.S, 
561; Womack v. Davis, 104 U. S., 775; Bliss on Ins., sec. 9. 

The consideration of the contract of promise sued upon here, as 
expressly alleged, was the permission granted to the testator of the 
defendant by the former husband of the feme plaintiff Hammond to 
insure the latter’s life. If such permission, in any case or con- 
nection, be a valuable privilege or advantage, in this case it was (3863) 
granted with the view and for the purpose of enabling and help- 
ing Windley to make an unlawful contract—a wager—on the life of 
Hammond. Thus the latter became connected with and intended to 
share in the wagering transaction. The promise to pay five hundred 
dollars to the feme plaintiff. was expressly based upon and grew out of 
it; it was, as to Hammond and his wife, part of it. It partook of the 
wager—the vicious nature of the contract of insurance. Such con- 
sideration was, therefore, void. Hence, the promise founded upon it 
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was without legal sanction and of no binding effect in contemplation of | 
law. Ha turpi causa non oritur actio. Duke v, Asbee, 83 N. C., 112; 
- Bettis v. Reynolds, 34 N. C., 344; Covington »v. Tnreonguy 88 N. C., 
186; Griffin v. Hasty, 94 N. C., 438. 

If, in good faith, the purpose had been to insure the life of Hammond 
for the benefit of his wife, the case, as to her, might have been very dif- 
ferent. But, as we have seen, this was not the purpose or any part of it. 
The insurance was for the benefit of Windley; the policies were granted 
to and made payable to him; he promised to pay the small sum men- 
tioned to the feme plaintiff for permission to insure the life. 

_ As, therefore, it appears from the complaint that no cause of action 
is alleged, the motion to dismiss the action must be allowed. 

Action dismissed. 


Cited: Albert v. Ins. Co., 122 N. C., 94; Powell v. Dewey, 123 N. C., 
106; Maynard v. Ins. Co., 182 N. C., 713; Hinton v. Ins. Co., 185 N. C.; 
321; McNeill v. R. R., 1b., 733; King v. R. R., 147 N. C., 266: ; Lloyd Vv. 
R., R., 151 N. C., 540; Hardy v. Ins. Co., 152 N. C., 291. 


(364) 
LENNIE WATSON vy. JAMES S. MITCHELL. 


Process—Return—O fficer—V enue—J urisdiction. 


1. An action against a sheriff of a county other than that from which the 
process issued, for making a false return, is properly brought in the 
courts of the county to which that process was returnable. 


2. The term “return” means that the process must be brought back and pro- 
duced in the court whence it issued with such endorsements as the law 
requires. 


Apprat from Womack, J., at September Term, 1890, of Nortu- 
AMPTON, refusing a motion to remove the action for trial to Hertford 
County. | 


R. B. Peebles for plainteff. 
B. B. Winborne ce defendant. 


SHEPHERD, d. The defendant, the sheriff of Hertford County, is sued 
in Northampton County for a false return of a summons issued by the 
Superior Court of the latter county and returnable to the same. He 
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contends that the cause of action arose in Hertford County, and that 
there was error on the part of the court in declining his motion to 
remove. | -3 | 

The argument is, that as the official acts of a county officer are con- 
fined to his county, the “return” must necessarily have been made in the 
same, and therefore, the cause of action could only arise therein. It is 
true, as a general proposition, that the acts of county officers are con- 
fined to their counties (Steele v. Comrs., 70 N. C., 187), but this has no 
application to a case like the present. The Code, sec. 200, expressly 
requires a sheriff to whom a summons is directed to execute the same 
and return it to the Superior Court of the county from which it 1s 
issued. “The term ‘return’ implies that the process is taken back 
to the place from which it was issued.” Re Crittenden, 2 Flip., (865) 
215. “It is the bringing of a process into court with such en- 
dorsements as the law requires, whether they 1n fact be true or false.” 
Herman v. Childress, 3 Yerg., 329. 

"As the statute requires the officer to make his return to the Superior 
Court of Northampton County, and as the return could not be made 
elsewhere, it must follow that the cause of action arose in the said 
county, and that the refusal of his Honor to remove must be 

Affirmed. 


LARKIN SMITH, By HIS NEXT FRIEND, v. CHARLES H. SMITH. 


Appeal—Assignment of Hrror—Presumption—Insanity—Hvidence— 
“Neat Friend’—Costs—Partves. 


1. Error in the charge to the jury may be assigned for the first time in ap- 
pellant’s statement of case on appeal. 


2. The presumption that every person is sane is not so far rebutted by the 
fact that the clerk of the court had, in a preliminary proceeding, ap- 
pointed a next friend to represent the alleged insane person in the pending 
action as to change the burden of proof, 


3. The law attaches peculiar importance to the testimony of subscribing wit- 
nesses and family physicians. 


4, While the “next friend” is not, strictly speaking, a party to the action, and 
generally will not be taxed with costs, yet where the court finds the fact 
that he officiously procured his appointment, or was guilty of mismanage- — 
ment or bad faith, it may tax him with costs. 


Merrimon, C. J., dissenting. | 
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(366)  Aprrat from Boykin, J., at October Term, 1890, of Wake. 
| The action was brought in the name of Larkin Smith, by his 
next friends, A. L. Ferrell and others, appointed by the court. The 
purpose of the action was to set aside a prior power of attorney exe- 
cuted by Larkin Smith to the defendant, Charles H. Smith, by rea- 
son of mental incapacity, and to have a receiver appointed for his 
estate. After the service of the summons on Charles H. Smith, to wit, 
on 26 February, 1889, Larkin Smith executed a power of attorney to 
Messrs. Fuller & Snow and Batchelor & Devereux, attorneys, empower- 
ing and directing them to dismiss the said action. 

When the case was called for trial, the attorneys for Larkin Smith 
read their power of attorney to the court, and moved to dismiss the 
action. 

The next friend of Larkin Smith resisted the motion, on the ground 
that when the power of attorney was executed, to wit, on 26 February, 
1889, he was incompetent mentally to execute the said power of attorney. 

The court adjudged that the rights of the parties would be better sup- 
served, and the cause more intelligently and fairly tried, by submitting 
to the jury at this time the sole issue, which is set out in the record, and, 
in its discretion, submitted this issue alone: 

“Was Larkin Smith incompetent, by reason of mental incapacity, to 
execute a good and valid power of attorney on 26 February, 1889?” 

To this there was no exception, nor was there any exception to evi- 
dence by the appellants. 

Among other things, his Honor charged the jury that the question for 
them to determine was the mental condition of Larkin Smith on 26 
February, 1889, and the evidence as to his mental condition, both before 
and after that time, was only admitted and to be considered by them for 
the purpose of determining what his mental condition was on that day. 

This was not excepted to until appellants’ case on appeal was 
(867) served. 

His Honor further charged that the law attaches peculiar im- 
portance to the testimony of a subscribing witness. “In this case, L. L. 
Doub, the only subscribing witness to the power of attorney in question, 
has testified, but you are to determine from his character, and his ap- 
pearance on the stand, and his demeanor on the stand, what weight, 1f 
any, you will give to his evidence.” (The defendant had introduced 
evidence tending to show that Doub was a man of good character.) 

His Honor further charged that the law attaches peculiar importance 
to the testimony of the attending family physician. “He (Dr. Knight) 
has testified, as have also other medical experts on both sides, but you 
are to determine from their manner and appearance, what weight, if 
any, you will give to their testimony.” 
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The appellants excepted to this part of the charge. 

His Honor further charged the jury that the law presumes every 
man to be of sound mind, and the burden of proof was upon the plain- 
tiffs to show the contrary, and this must be shown by a preponderance 
of the evidence. 

To this the appellants excepted. 

The residue of his Honor’s charge was not excepted to and 1s, there- 
- fore, not set out. The jury found in response to the issue “No,” and the 
court rendered judgment dismissing the action and taxing the next 
friends with the costs, and they appealed. 


A. Jones and J. H. Fleming for plaintzff. 
J. B. Batchelor, John Devereux, Jr.. T. C. Fuller and George H. 
Snow for defendants. | 


Crarx, J. The exceptions to the charge were taken in time (368) 
when set out in appellants’ statement of case on appeal (Lowe v. 
Elliott, 107 N. C., 718), though it is better practice and fairer, both 
to appellee and appellant, to make such exceptions on a Tien for 
a new trial, since if a slip has been made the judge may per haps correct 
it and save parties the costs and delay of an appeal. McKinnon v. Mor- 
yison, 104 N. C., 354. 

We find no error in the charge in the particulars excepted to. There 
are many precedents to support it. It is true that, ordinarily, if in- 
sanity is found to exist, it.is presumed to continue till the opposite is 
shown. S. v. Vann, 82 N. C., 631. But here the main contention in 
the action being as to the mental capacity of Larkin Smith, the prelimi- 
nary action of the clerk in appointing next friends to conduct the pro- 
ceeding is not such a finding as to change the burden of proof and pre- 
judge the very question at issue. 

While there is no specific exception to the judgment, any error therein 
which is apparent upon the face of the record the Court will take notice 
of and correct. Thornton v. Brady, 100 N. C., 38. The next friends are 
not parties to the action. Mason v. McCormick, 75 N. C., 263; George v. 
High, 85 N. C., 118; Tate v. Mott, 96 N. C., 19. They are appointed 
by the court to act for and represent the real party in interest. The ver- 
dict and judgment having settled that Larkin Smith was compos ments, 
the order appointing next friends was properly set aside. He then could 
have continued the action as to so much of it as asked to set aside the 
prior power of attorney to defendant, or have discontinued it. He 
elected to do the latter. The costs of the proceedings instituted in his 
behalf, and by order of the court, should, prima facie, be taxed against 
him, Tt 3 is to be presumed that the order of the court appointing next 
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friends was made regularly, after due inquiry, and in the interest of 
Larkin Smith. He is the party plaintiff, in fact and in law, and ap- 
peared by next friends, who merely represented him, under the au- 
thority and appointment of the court. The Code, sec. 180. It is 
(369) contended, however, that though not strictly parties to the action, 
the next friends in the case at bar, in resisting the motion to dis- 
charge them, were in fact (virtually found by the verdict of the jury) 
resisting the will of Larkin Smith, a person of full age and competent — 
to appear for himself; that such next friends officiously and unneces- 
sarily caused themselves to be appointed, and that they, and not Larkin 
Smith should pay the costs incurred by their false clamor. There is 
some force in this suggestion. While “next friends” may not be em- 
braced in the strict letter of The Code, sec. 535, they come within the 
purview of that section. It was held error to tax trustees of an express 
trust who are parties to an action with the costs unless the court had 
adjudged that they were guilty of “mismanagement or bad faith in such 
action,” Smith v. King, 107 N. C., 273. A fortrore it is error to tax 
“next friends” who are not parties without at least a similar finding. 
This is not alleged here in the answer or found by the court. Indeed, 
the presumption, by virtue of their appointment by the court, is that 
they acted in good faith, and they cannot be liable to costs unless there 
is an express finding against them of the facts requisite to tax them 
with costs. An analogous rule obtains in criminal actions, as to which 
it is held that an order taxing a prosecutor with the costs 1s erroneous 
unless the court finds the facts which would authorize such order, and 
that the absence of such finding from the judgment would be an error 
apparent on the face of the record which the court would correct with- 
out assignment of error. State v. Roberts, 106 N. C., 662. It is further 
held in the same case, that it is, notwithstanding, still open to the solici- 
tor, when the case goes back for correction of the judgment, to move the 
court below that it pass upon the facts, the court not having found the 
facts either way so as to make its judgment a finality, but having simply 
omitted to find them. 
We find no error, except in the judgment as to costs, which 
(370) should not have been awarded against the next friends without a 
distinct finding by the court “of mismanagement or bad faith” 
by them in the institution or conduct of the action. To the end that 
such fact may be passed upon by the court below, and the costs awarded 
in accordance therewith, the cause is remanded. The judgment in all 
other respects is affirmed. . | 


Merron, CO. J., dissenting: This action was brought by the plaintiff 
Larkin Smith, non compos mentis, as alleged, appearing by his next 
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friends named in the summons and the record, who were appointed by 
the court as such, and directed, by the order appointing them, to bring 
the action to recover possession of certain property of the plaintiff in 
the possession of the defendant, to have a power of attorney executed 
to the latter by the plaintiff in respect to such property “delivered 
up and canceled,” and for relief specified and demanded pending the 
action, ete. 

In the course of the action, counsel sities than those who appeared. for 
the plaintiff brought his action and conducted the same at the instance 
of the plaintiff, through his said next friends, appeared in court and | 
exhibited a power of attorney purporting to be executed by the plaintiff 
to them, empowering and authorizing them to dismiss the action, and 
they accordingly moved to dismiss the same. The said next friends re- 
sisted this motion upon “the ground that when the said power of attor- 
ney was executed, to wit, on the 26 February, 1889, the said Larkin 
Smith (the panes) was incompetent, mentally, to execute the said 
power of attorney.” 

The court, before disposing of the motion to dismiss the action, at 
October Term, of 1890, submitted this issue to a jury: ‘Was Larkin 
Smith incompetent by reason of mental incapacity to execute a good 
and valid power of attorney on 26 February, A. D. 1889?’ The 
jury responded “No.” To this course of procedure there was no (371) 
objection. 

It was admitted on the trial of this issue that the plaintiff had been 
paralyzed before the execution of the power of attorney in question, 
on the right side, which partly deprived him of speech and rendered 
him unable to walk. Numerous witnesses were examined on the trial. 
Among other instructions, the court gave the jury the following. “His 
Honor further charged the jury that the law presumes every man to be 
of sound mind, and the burden of proof was upon the plaintiffs to show | 
the contrary, and this must be shown by a prepenterence of the evi- 
dence.” To this the appellants excepted. 

The court granted the motion to dismiss the action, and gave judg- 
ment against the said next friends of the plaintiffs in favor of the latter 
and the defendants for the costs of the action. Whereupon such next 
friends appealed to this Court. Granting that the court properly in- 
structed the jury “that the law presumes every man to be of sound 
mind,” I am of opinion that it erroneously instructed them further in 
that connection that “the burden of proof was upon the plaintiffs 
(meaning the next friends of the plaintiff in this action, the present 
appellants) to show the contrary” ; because, in this very action, the 
court itself in the proper exercise of its authority for the purposes of 
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the action had adjudged that the plaintiff was non compos mentis, had 
appointed such next friends to be such, and authorized them to bring 
the action, as it might do. 

A lunatic, or person non compos mentis, may bring his action in a 
case like this, and the statute (The Code, sec. 180) provides that, in the 
absence of a guardian, he may appear by his next friend. The statutory 
provision 1s serious, and, in proper cases, must be observed in 
some orderly effective way. Summary application by petition or 
| motion in writing, stating the material facts upon which such 
(372) application is founded, should be made to the court to appoint 

such next friend substantially as suggested in Morris v. Gentry, 
89 N. C., 248; and if, upon due inquiry, it shall appear that the person 
in whose behalf such application 1s made is non compos mentis and the 
suggested action ought to be brought, the court will appoint a suitable 
next friend, with leave or direction to bring the action, which must be 
brought in such case in the name of and for the lunatic, and the same 
will be his action—not that of the next friend. He will appear by the 
next friend. The latter will employ counsel, manage and prosecute the 
action under the supervision and direction of the court. The court may, 
for cause, remove him and appoint another in his stead, and in case, in 
the course of the action, the lunatic shall become sane, he may be dis- 
charged altogether and the action left to the former’s management and 
control. The next friend is not a party to the action. He.is the mere 
agent of the plaintiff, appointed by the court for the special purpose 
and duties assigned him. His name as next friend appears on the rec- 
ord, but not as that of a party. He is under the control of and amen- 
able to the court in the discharge of his duties. In possible cases he 
may be chargeable with costs, but not when he acts in good faith and 
with reasonable prudence and care, especially where the plaintiff can 
pay the costs. The Code, sec. 180; Latham v. Wiswall, 87 N. C., 294; 
Brooks v. Brooks, 25 N. C., 389; Green v. Kornegay, 49 N. C., 66 
Tate v. Mott, 96 N. C., 19; Smith v. Smith, 106 N. C., 498. Such appli- 
cation should be made in good faith, and the next friend should be ap- 
pointed not as of course, but only upon due inquiry by the court, and for 
substantial cause shown. And a next friend will not be appointed if the 
lunatic shall have a general or testamentary guardian in this State. 
The statute expressly provides that he shall appear by such guardian if 
he shall have one, but if the latter should faithlessly refuse to sue when 
he ought to do so, possibly in that case a next friend might be 
(373) appointed. 
In this case, application by petition was made to the court to 
appoint a next friend. It was alleged in the petition that the plaintiff 
was non compos mentis and unable to take care of his property; that his — 
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large property was in possession of defendant, who was wasting and 
destroying the same, ete. The court thereupon declared that 1t appeared 
that the plaintiff was “incompetent to defend his possessions from in- 
jury”; that “it was necessary to bring suit,” etc.; and appointed appel- 
lants to be the next friends of the plaintiff, and authorized them to bring 
the action. The order thus made was not a mere matter of form; it was 
important and significant, and was based upon a finding of the court, 
for the purposes of the action at least, that the plaintiff was then non 
compos mentis. It was certainly, in effect, so adjudged. 

At any time in the course of the action it was competent for the plain- 
tiff, or some person in his behalf, upon affidavit, to suggest that he had 
become sane since the action began, and acting upon such suggestion 
the court might at once institute an Inquiry into the state of plaintifi’s 
mind and capacity to do business and manage his own affairs, as the 
same might come within the compass of the action. This inquiry should 
be made summarily, but seriously and carefully, in the action by the 
court, and if it should be satisfied of the restoration of the plaintiff to 
sufficient mental capacity to have charge of the action, then it should 
discharge the next friend and leave him to prosecute the same, or dis- 
iiss it, as he might deem proper. Such inquiry should not be confined 
to the ascertainment of the plaintifi’s mental state at a particular time, 
or to the time when he executed a power of attorney empowering and 
authorizing counsel to dismiss his action, but it should extend to his 
eeneral mental capacity to do and manage his business affairs, and par- 
ticularly at the time of the hearing of the motion to discharge 
the next friend. He may have had a lucid interval at a particu- (374) 
lar time, and yet generally be non compos mentis. The order 
appointing the next friend should not be made if.it appeared that the 
plaintiff was only on a particular occasion or for a brief. while insane; 
still, on the other hand, the next friend should not be discharged because 
the plaintiff had occasional brief Incid intervals. The court should be 
satisfied of the plaintifi’s restored mental capacity to enable him to 
transact his business, or give reasonable directions concerning and about 
the same, at the time of the disposition of the motion to discharge the 
next friend. | | 

The motion of counsel to dismiss the action was, in effect, a motion to 
discharge the next friend of the plaintiff and allow him to dismiss his 
action. It was competent to make such motion in a proper way, and 
the court might entertain it, and itself inquire into the mental condition 
of the plaintiff as above pointed out. The inquiry should have been 
made by the court. It was its province and duty to find the facts. The 
issue submitted to the jury was not raised by the pleadings or the mo- 
tion. It had reference to the ascertainment of facts, not necessarily by 
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the jury, but by the court. The latter, ex mero motu, submitted the issue 
for the purpose of aiding it in ascertaining material facts necessary to 
enable it to dispose of the motion to dismiss the action pending before 
it. It was sole judge of the extent it would require the aid of the 
jury or the compass of the inquiry embraced by the issue. It may be, 
it seems, that the inquiry should have extended to the mental condition 
of the plaintiff from the time specified in the issue up to the time the 
latter was submitted, but no question in that respect was raised. As 1] 
have said, it was the province of the court itself to ascertain the material 
facts, but it might require the aid of the jury. It was not, however, in 

such case at all bound by the jury’s findings of fact. It was the 
(375) duty of the court to find them, but it might adopt, as its own, the 

findings of fact by a jury upon an issue or issues submitted to it, 
the court hearing and considering the evidence. It should be simply 
aided by the findings of the jury. Although the issue submitted did not 
embrace the whole scope of the inquiry before the court, and the court was 
not bound by the finding, still the issue and the finding were important. 
The court may have regarded the finding as leading and controlling; 
indeed, it seems 1t did so accept and treat it. The instructions given 
the jury were, therefore, material and important, especially that in 
which the court told them that “the burden of proof was upon the plain- 
tiffs (the appellants) to show that the plaintiff was not of sound mind.” 
This may have been, probably was, potent in inducing the jury to re- 
spond to the issue in the negative, as it did do. 

Clearly, in my judgment, such burden was not on the appellants. The | 
court, in the inception of the action and in connection with it, had de- 
cided that the plaintiff was non compos mentis. When, afterwards, in 
its course, it was suggested to the court that. the plaintiff was compos 
mentis, was always so, or had become.so, as might be done, surely the 
court would not stultify itself by simply ignoring its own solemn decision 
in which it had before adjudged that the plaintiff was non compos 
mentis. That adjudication was presumed to be correct, well founded and 
effectual, until he or they who suggested the contrary should prove the 
sanity of the plaintiff; the burden was upon them and not upon the ap- 
pellants to make such proof. The adjudication was pertinent and re- 
mained of full force until some person, in a proper way, should take 
upon himself the burden of showing that it had been improvidently 
made, or was incautious, or that the plaintiff had become sane. When 
it was ascertained that the plaintiff was non compos mentis, he was pre- 
sumed to continue to be so until the contrary should be shown. 

The motion in question raised an inquiry to be made by the 
(376) court, and a question to be decided by it in and about the action. 
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Jt was not part of the purpose of the motion to declare the plaintiff 
a lunatic, to institute an inquisition of lunacy; it referred only to 
this action. 

Strictly, there were no parties to the motion, and the court could deal 
with persons only as they put themselves in relation with it, and insisted 
that it should be allowed or disallowed. ‘When, in such case, persons so 
come before the court in the action, they thereby submit themselves to 
its jurisdiction for proper and pertinent purposes, and if the court 
should erroneously adjudge that one or some of them pay costs, or the | 
like, an appeal would lie in favor of the complaining party, and hence 
this appeal may be entertained by this Court. I may add that while, in| 
such a case, the court might tax parties interfering with, and as to the 
motion, with the costs of the same, I cannot see upon what ground the 
court gave judgment against the appellants for the costs of the action. 
They were not parties to the action; they were the next friends of the 
plaintiff, and the latter was entirely solvent and able to pay the costs 
chargeable against him; nor was it suggested, nor did it appear, that 
they were chargeable with neglect or bad faith in any respect. It may 
be that, in some possible view of such a case, the next friend might be 
taxed with and required to pay costs, but 14 seems to me that ordinarily, 
in cases like this, they are not so chargeable. 

Per Curvam. : Affirmed and remanded. 


Cited: S.v. McKinney, 111 N. O., 685; Bank v. Sumner, 119 N. C., 
592; pOCNedey e: Lawrence, 156 N. C., 322 ; Lance v. Russell, 165 N. C., 
632. 


(377) 


W. TAYLOR v. THOMAS P. SHARP anp GERTRUDE SHARP. 


Domicile—Husband and 
Jurisdiction. 


1. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it will be presumed that the 
residence of a party to a contract is at the place where the contract was 
made. 


2. It is a general principle that the validity of a contract and its construction 
are determined by the law of the place where it is made, and if valid 
there, it is valid everywhere. . 


8. Where the defendant and his wife executed and delivered in the state of 
New York their joint promissory note to the plaintiff, payable in the city 
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of Baltimore, Maryland, two months after date: Held, that personal 
service of the summons having been made, the courts of North Carolina 
had jurisdiction of an action to recover the sum alleged to be due thereon, 
and that the fact of the relation of husband and wife between defendants 
did not prevent a judgment against the wife. 


Action tried at J anuary Term, 1889, of Rocxinenam, Bynum, J. 

The summons had been personally served on both defendants. 

The plaintiff alleged : 

“1, That the defendant Thomas R. Siaton on 9 J anuary, 1886, at No. 
1 Bivay, in the state of New York, executed his promissory note to the 
defendant Gertrude E. Sharp, ay he promised to pay her the sum 
of $5,657.13 two months after date, at the National Union Bank, Balti- 
more, Maryland, which said note was endorsed by the said Gertrude KE. 
Sharp and Thomas R. Sharp. 

“2. That on 9 January, 1886, the defendant Thomas R. Sharp, at 
No.1 Bivay, in the state of New York, executed his promissory note to 

the defendant Gertrude E. Sharp, whereby he promised to pay 
(378) her the sum of $1,000 two months after date, at the National 

Union Bank, Baltimore, Maryland, which said note was endorsed 
by the defendant aforesaid. 

“3. That said notes at the date of their maturity were duly presented 
at the said National Union Bank, Baltimore, Maryland, for payment, 
and the same were duly protested for nonpayment. 

“4, That the plaintiff is the owner and holder of the aforesaid notes, 
and no part thereof has ever been paid. 

“Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment against the defendants,” ete. 

The defendant Thomas RB. Sharp admitted the execution and endorse- 
ment of the notes, but set up an equitable defense thereto. 

The defendant Gertrude E. Sharp alleged: 

“1. That at the time of the execution of the notes inentiotied 4 in ar- 
ticles 1 and 2 of the complaint, and the delivery thereof to the plaintiff, 
she was, and still is, the wife of Thomas R. Sharp, her codefendant, and 
was so known to be by the plaintiff, and that at the time of the com- 
mencement of this action this defendant was and still 1s a resident and 
citizen of the State of North Carolina. 

“9, That she admits the execution of said notes to her by her husband, 
and also admits that she endorsed the same, but doth aver that said notes 

were without consideration, originally, as between herself and husband, 
~ and that she never received any consideration, legal or equitable, for her 
endorsement thereof, and that she was a party to the execution, endorse- 
ment and delivery of said notes to the plaintiff at the time of their date, 
under the solicitation and persuasion of her said husband, and so was 
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party to the transaction aforesaid with the full knowledge of the plain- 
tiff, who hath continually held said notes up to this time. 

3, And for a further defense against each of the alleged causes of 
action set out in the complaint, she avers that neither note expresses 
that it or the endorsement was for her separate use, and, in fact, 
was not; and no charge or judgment can be had thereupon (379) 
against her or her separate estate, her connection therewith hay- 
ing been had under a kind of matrimonial coercion, and without any 
consideration whatsoever to her thereunto moving, and without any 
benefit to her separate estate thereby arising, and this to the full knowl- 
edge of the plaintiff. . . . Wherefore, this defendant prays judgment 
that she go without day, and recover her costs, and for such other and 
further relief as she may be entitled unto.” 

Upon the call of the cause, and before the jury was empaneled, the 
feme defendant moved to dismiss the suit as to the feme defendant, upon 
the grounds that on the pleadings the plaintiff could not recover against 
her as he had stated no sufficient cause of action against her. The court 
had the pleadings read and refused the motion, and the poms defendant 
excepted. 

The jury was then empaneled and the cause proceeded walle Plaintiff 
introduced the statute of New York, Laws 1884, ch. 381, to show that 
, the wife had a right to make the ponitact in New York (Noresideriee 
was offered on either side. 

The defendant asked the court to instruct the jury that, under the al- 
legations.and admissions of the pleadings, the plaintiff was not entitled 
-to recover against feme defendant. 

The court declined this instruction, and the feme defendant excepted. 

The court instructed the jury that, under the allegations and admis- 
sions of the pleadings, the plaintiff was entitled to recover against both 
defendants, and that the answer to both issues would be “Yes; in the 
sum of $6,657.18, the amount of the notes declared on, with interest 
from 12 March, 1886, at 6 per cent interest, and $4.28, amount of costs 
of protests.” Feme defendant excepted. 

The jury rendered their verdict in accordance with the instruc- (380) 
tion given. Thereupon, the feme defendant moved for a new 
trial, assigning as error: 

1. In that the court refused to dismiss on her preliminary motion to 
vacate for want of a sufficient cause of action stated against her in the 
pleadings. 

2. In that the court refused to instruct the jury that the plaintiff 
could not recover against her, and instructed them that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover against her. 

Motion for a new trial overruled, and the court nendered the following 
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“This action having been brought to trial before a jury at this term, 
upon the issues submitted to them by the court, and the jury for their 
verdict having found all the issues in favor of the plaintiff, it is now 
ordered and adjudged that the plaintiff Wm. W. Taylor recover of the 
defendants Thomas R. Sharp and Gertrude E. Sharp the sum of 
_ $6,657.18, amount of the notes declared on, with interest thereon from 
12 March, 1886, until paid, at 6 per cent, and for the further sum of 
$4.28, protest charges, and costs of this action by the plaintiff expended.” 

From this judgment the defendant Gertrude E. Sharp appealed. 


A. W. Haywood for plainttff. 
W. N. Mebane for defendant. 


Suepuerp, J. The single question presented in this appeal is whether 
the judgment rendered by his Honor was authorized by the facts appear- 
ing in the record. 

It is a general principle that all matters bearing upon the execution, | 
the interpretation and the validity of a contract are to be determined by 
the law of the place where the contract is made, and if valid there, it is 

valid everywhere. Watson v. Orr, 14 N. C., 163; Davis v. Cole- 
(381) man, 29 N. C., 424; Anderson v. Doak, 32 N. C., 295; Scudder v. 

Bank, 91 U. 8., 406. An exception, however, is maintained by, 
some of the continental jurists as to the capacity of a contracting party, 
and they generally hold that the incapacity of the domicile attaches to 
and follows the person wherever he may go. This is not, says Mr. Jus- 
tice Story (Conflict Laws, 103, 104) the doctrine of the common law;, 
and Gray, C. J. (in Milliken v. Pratt, 105 Mass., 374) after an elab- 
orate examination of the question, concludes that the general current of 
English and American authorities is in favor of holding that a contract, 
which by the law of the place is recognized as lawfully made by a 
capable person, is valid everywhere, although the person would not, un- 
der the law of the domicile, be deemed capable of making it. This prin- 
ciple has been doubted in the case of a married woman where her con- 
tract, made in another State, is sought to be enforced in the State of her 
domicile, where by the laws of such State she is under a complete common 
law disability to make any contract whatever. The question, however, 
does not arise in the present case, as there is nothing to show that the 
feme defendant was domiciled in this State at the time of the execution 
of the contract sued upon. In the absence of anything to the contrary, 
the law presumes that she was, at the date of the contract, a resident 
of the State where it was made. 

The contract was executed in New York, and under the laws of that 
State (Laws 1884) a married woman may contract as if she were feme 


270. 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


SPRAGUE 0. BOND 


sole, except where the contract is made with her husband. This contract 
was not made with her husband within the meaning of the act above 
mentioned (Bank v. Sneffin, 7 N. Y. S., 520) and was, therefore, valid 
where made. | 

It is well settled that our courts will entertain personal actions (382) 
between citizens of other States where jurisdiction has been 
obtained by service of process within our limits (The Code, sec. 192), 
and we are unable to see how the defendant by a mere change of 
residence can rid herself of liability upon the contract in question. 2 
Parsons Cont., 576. 

We have very carefully examined the aaenies cited by the defend- 
ant’s counsel, but they fail to convince us that in sustaining the judgment 
we are soniraveniie any well-settled public policy in this State in refer- 
ence to the laws of married women. Many phases of the general subject 
(not free from difficulty) were presented by the counsel, but we have 
purposely abstained from their discussion, as they are not directly pre- 
sented by the record. We simply decide that we are of the epimen that 
this particular judgment should be | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Wood v. Wheeler, 111 N. C., 234; Armstrong v. Best, 112 
N. C., 61; Smith v. Ingram, 130 N. C., 109; 8. ¢., 182 N. C., 967; 
Bank v. Granite Co., 155 N. C., 45. 


 *W. D. SPRAGUE y. Li N. BOND er at. 


Contract—Statute of Frauds—Trust—Consideration. 


1. S. being the owner of certain lands, conveyed them by deed absolute to B. 
upon the parol: promise of the latter that from the proceeds of any sale 
the vendee might make, after paying expenses, etc., the vendor should 
be paid a part: Held, not to be within the statute of frauds. 


2. While such agreement constitutes no trust, nor passes any interest in the 
land itself, and while equity would not compel a sale by the vendee, yet 
where the latter makes a yoluntary sale the vendor has the right to call 
for an account, and to recover his share of proceeds under the agreement. 


Action tried at Spring Term, 1891, of CaLpwELt, before Hoke, J. 
The plaintiff was introduced as a witness in his own behalf, and testi- 
fied, after defendant’s objection, that in the years 1871 and 1872, 


| *CLARK, J., did not sit. 
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(383) and thereafter, he was engaged in entering lands in Caldwell and 
Burke counties, N. C., when Henry F. Bond, father of the defend- 
ant Louisa N. Bond, said his daughter had some $10,000 in bonds, the 
money on which would soon be available, and, as her agent, said Henry 
IF’. Bond agreed to advance the money necessary to take out certain 
grants. Plaintiff was also to contribute part of the expenses of surveys 
and certain services in selling said lands, which were to be repaid him; 
that plaintiff did make outlays and expenditures to the amount of $500 | 
and more, and Henry Bond, as agent of his daughter, the defendant, ad- 
vanced enough money to perfect and take out grants in fifty-two entries, 
being 18,000 acres of land, which grants were taken out in plaintifi’s 
name, and are the lands referred to in the complaint; that after the 
grants were so taken out, said Henry F. Bond said his daughter would 
feel safer if the plaintiff would convey the lands to her, and by such 
conveyance the sale and transfer of the lands would be facilitated, and 
requested plaintiff to convey said lands to his daughter, Louisa N. Bond; 
that on such request the plaintiff did, in the latter part of 1875, or 
January, 1876, convey all of said lands to said Louisa N. Bond, under a 
contract and agreement in parol that said Louisa N. Bond should hold 
said land in trust to sell the same, and out of the proceeds, when sold, 
pay plaintiff for his services and expenses, and pay defendant Louisa N. 
Bond the moneys advanced by her agent in procuring the grants, and 
divide the residue equally between plaintiff and Louisa N. Bond; that 
said agreement was one of the inducements to the making of such deed; 
that Henry F. Bond died in 1881, and some time after his death plain- 
tiff, hearing a sale of some of the lands was about to be effected by Col. 
S. McD. Tate, one of the defendants, having a power of attorney from 
Louisa N. Bond, went to Morganton and demanded of Colonel Tate, 
agent of defendant Louisa, that he account for proceeds of sale under the 
contract and agreement. Colonel Tate showed plaintiff his deed, 
(384) and said he understood his principal, Louisa Bond, was absolute 
owner of the property; that he would write to her about it. This 
was the first time plaintiff was ever informed that his claim in the lands 
was disputed. And that defendant has failed to pay him anything on 
his claim. This demand was about a year before the sale. 

Witness was shown the deed from himself to defendant Louisa Bond 
and the grants, the deed bearing date 15 January, 1876, and said the 
deed was made at said time and included all the lands granted. Plain- 
tiff testified further, on cross-examination, that the deed was signed as he 
intended, and everything was in it that the parties intended should be 
put in it, and that the contract and agreement as to the trust was 1n parol 
and at the time of the execution of the deed. 
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The court, upon the evidence and the deed and record of grants, here 

intimated that plaintiff could not maintain his contention in the first 

issue, or set up the trust claimed, or engraft the same upon the deed by 

parol, in the absence of any allegation of fraud or mistake. In defer- 

ence to this intimation the plaintiff suffered a judgment of nonsuit, and 
appealed. 


M. Silver and F. H. Busbee for plaintiff. 
S.J. ero for defendants. 


Seis J. We entirely concur with the rulings of his Honor that 
the plaintiff ‘could not have established any trust in the lands conveyed 
by him to the defendant. This is conceded by the plaintiff’s counsel, and 
it is, therefore, needless to enter into the consideration of that question. 

We are of the opinion, however, that upon the pleadings and evidence, 
the plaintiff is entitled to an account of the procceds of the sale of the 
land in order to ascertain the amount due him as the consideration of the 
conveyance, and that he may recover the same. 

The enforcement of the alleged agreement, after the sale of the ( 385) 
land, does not in any respect impinge upon the terms of the 
conveyance, but relates entirely to the payment of the consideration. 
It is true that the plaintiff could not have compelled the defendant to 
execute her agreement to sell the land as there was no enforceable trust, 
and the agreement was within the statute of frauds, but this part of the 
agreement has been voluntarily performed, and the other part, not being 
within the statute, may now be enforced. The principle 1s illustrated 
by the following cases: 

In Hess v. Fox, 10 Wend., 436, the plaintiff conveyed his equity of 
redemption to his mortgagee in consideration of the actual cancellation 
and discharge of the mortgage indebtedness and a promise to sell the 
land and pay the surplus, if any, to the plaintiff. The land was sold, 
and there being a surplus, the plaintiff recovered it in an action of as- 
sumpsit. Savage, C. J., after stating that the agreement to sell could 
not have been enforced, said that “no question can arise as to the validi- 
ty of the agreement to sell, that was performed, and the remaining part | 
was to pay over the money supported by the consideration of land con- 
Vv eyed to the promisor.” 

In Massey v. Holland, 25 N. C., 197, the plaintiff, being indebted to 
the defendant, conveyed certain lands to him upon the understanding 
that he should sell the same, satisfy his claim and pay the surplus to the 
plaintiff. The land was sold and the plaintiff recovered the surplus in 
an action of assumpsit. The defendant objected to the introduction of 
parol testimony to prove the agreement, but it was held that it was not 
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within the statute, the Court. remarking that “the plaintiff has not 
brought his action upon the agreement. He treats the agreement as 
having been executed, and claims the money which in consequence of 
that agreement became due to him.” — See, also, Browne on Statute of 
Frauds, 117. 

Still more directly in point is the case of Michael v. Foil, 100 
(386) N. C., 178. There “the contract for the sale of the land was — 

in ce the land itself was sold, but the agreement that if the 
mineral interest in the land should be sold during the lifetime of the 
plaintiff he should have one-half of it, was not put in the writing.” 

The Court said: “If the contract of sale was made subject to this 
agreement, as an inducement to the contract, the agreement, though in 
parol, may be enforced. The agreement did not pass or purport to pass 
any interest in the land, and does not fall within the statute of frauds.” 

In addition to the authorities cited in the opinion in the foregoing 
case, we will add the case of Muller v. Kendig, 55 Iowa, 174, in which it 
was held that “a parol agreement by the grantee of land, that in case he 
sells the land for more than the price paid, one-half of the excess shall 
be paid to the grantor, does not create an interest in real estate within 
the statute of frauds.” The Court, after stating that the agreement. to 
sell could not be enforced, proceeds as follows: “The agreement entered 
into between the parties pertained merely to the purchase price. It was 
to be at least $1,650, and in a certain contingency more than that. The 
plaintiff shows that the contingency has happened.” It was held that he 
was entitled to recover. 

In Probridge vy. Weatherbee, 11 Allen (Mass.), 361, it 1s said that 

“a parol promise to pay to another a portion of the profits made by a 
promisor on the purchase and sale of real estate is not within the statute 
of frauds and may be proved by parol.” See also Mehagan v. Mead, 63 
N. H., 180; Sherrill v. Hagan, 92 N. C., 345. 

We have examined with great care the cases cited by the defendant’s 
counsel, but in our opinion they do not shake the authority of Michael v. 
Foil, supra, sustained as it is by the general current of judicial decision. 
_ The principle there laid down is applicable to the present case. The 

plaintiff here had the legal title to the land and conveyed it upon 
(387) an apparently nominal consideration to the defendant. He testi- 

fies that the inducement to the making of such conveyance was the 
agreement that the defendant should sell the land, and when sold he was 
to be paid for his services and expenditures, and after deducting the 
amount advanced by the defendant, he was to have one-half of the pro- 
ceeds of the sale. - We think that if the plaintiff can establish such an 
agreement he will be entitled to recover. | 
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As the land was not sold until 1890, the plaintiff’s cause of action did 
not accrue until then, and is, therefore, not barred by the statute of 
limitations. This defense was not seriously urged before us. 

For the reasons given we think there should be a new trial. 

Error. 


Cited: Maxwell v. Barringer, 110 N. C., 81; Sprague v. Bond, 111 
N. C., 426; 8. ¢., 118 N. C.,.552; S.¢., 115 N. C., 530; Bond v. Wilson, 
129 N. C., 329; Bourne v. Sherrill, 148 N. C., 383; Faust v. Faust, 144 
N.C., 387; Brown v. Hobbs, 147 N. C., 75; Bure v. Kennedy, 164 N. C., 
300; Brogden v. Gibson, 165 N. C., 19; Walters v. Walters, 172 
N. C., 330, 


es a a A 


ANN E. BROWN er at. v. T. B. McKEHR, Apmr. or WILLIAM 
WALKER ET AL,» ; 


Adminstration—A ssets—Parties—Pleading—New Trial. 


1. In an action against one surety on an administration bond, it is not error 
in the court to refuse to make an order to join the other sureties. 


2. The admission of incompetent testimony will not be sufficient to warrant a 
new trial where it is apparent it could work no injury to the party 
objecting. 

3. A judgment by default against an administrator appointed prior to July, 
1869, rendered in an action begun in 1882, conclusively fixes him with 
assets, notwithstanding the complaint upon which the judgment was 
based failed to allege that he was possessed of assets, 


4. The objection that an action upon an administrator’s bond was not, brought 
in the name of the State must be made in apt time. 


Apprat at Spring Term, 1890, of Mrcxiensure, from (388) 
Philips, J. | | 

The facts shown and admitted by the pleadings were as follows: 

On 30 April, 1858, T. B. McKee administered on the estate of William 
Walker, deceased, giving as sureties on his administration bond R. R. 
Rea, J. B. Walker and J. L. Walker. In 1862 J. B. Walker and the 
_ defendant W. H. Walker administered on his estate. 

On 14 August, 1882, the plaintiff Ann E. Brown and others, the dis- 
tributees of William Walker, brought an action against T. B. McKee 
and the sureties on his administration bond, including the defendant 
W.'H. Walker, as administrator of J. B. Walker, in the Superior Court 


of Mecklenburg County. 
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The summons in said action was served on the defendant W. H. 
Walker, administrator, but he failed to appear or file any answer to the 
complaint. 

The cause was referred to the clerk to take and state an account of the 
estate of William Walker in the hands of said McKee, as his adminis- 
trator, for the purpose of ascertaining and reporting the amount due to 
the plaintiffs as distributees of Wiliam Walker. 

The referee filed his report at the February Term, 1888, of said court, 
showing a balance of more than $1,200 in the hands of the adminis- 
trator, with interest thereon from 15 October, 1872, and no exception 
having been filed the repert was at that term af the court confirmed. 

' The present action was brought against W. H. Walker as adminis- 
trator of J. B. Walker, and heirs at law and distributees of J. B. Walker 
on 26 November, 1888, to enforce said recovery. 

When the cause was called for trial the defendant W. H. Walker 
moved.the court to make T. B. McKee, and the other sureties on the bond 
of said McKee, administrator of William Walker, parties to this action, 
insisting that they were necessary parties to a complete determina- 
(889) tion of the matters involved therein. The court refused the 

‘motion, and the defendant W. H. Walker excepted. ~ 

The plaintiff offered in evidence the record’ of the suit begun in 
August, 1882, and rested her case. 

The defendant W. H. Walker asked the court to submit issues to the 
' jury raised by his answer to the complaint, and also offered evidence to 
establish the different defenses therein set up, all of which was objected 
to by plaintiff upon the ground that the judgment in the case of Ann EH. 
Brown et al. v. T. B. McKee et al. was conclusive as to W. H. Walker, 
administrator, as to all defenses set up by him in said answer; and by 
the defendants H. K. DeArmond and wife upon the ground that, while 
the judgment was not conclusive as to the statute of limitations upon 
said defendants DeArmond and wife, nor as to the defense and denials 
contained in their answer, the defendant W. H. Walker, administrator, 
having failed to appear or plead, the judgment was, as to him, an abso- 
lute and final judgment, in the sense that it fixed he with assets to pay 
the debt sued for, and that he could not now be allowed, in this way, to 
change its nature or effect as an absolute judgment to the prejudice of 
- gaid defendants DeArmond and wife. 

This objection was sustained, and the court refused to submit the pro- 
posed issues, or to allow the evidence to be introduced, and the defendant ~ 
W. H. Walker excepted. 

After the argument addressed to the court was begun, the counsel for 
the defendant Walker, administrator, contended that there was nothing 
in the record of the action of Ann E. Brown et al. v. T. B. McKee et al. 
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to show that J. B. Walker, the intestate of W. H. Walker, died before 
1 July, 1869, or that the defendant W. H. Walker administered on his 
estate prior to that date, and contended that the judgment on which this 
action is based was not a final judgment, and not a judgment absolute 
as to this defendant, but only ascertained the indebtedness of 

T. B. McKee as administrator of William Walker. Thereupon, (390) 
an issue was submitted as follows: 

“When did W. H. Walker take out letters of administration upon the 
estate of J. B. Walker?” | 

The plaintiff and defendant H. K. DeArmond and wife then introduced 
evidence tending to show that J. B. Walker died in 1862, and W. H. 
Walker qualified as his administrator in (1862) the same year; also the 
answer of the defendant W. H. Walker, which admitted that said W. H. 
Walker made a settlement of the estate of his intestate in the year 1864. 

The. defendant W. H. Walker duly objected to the evidence. The 
court overruled the objection, and the defendant W. H. Walker, ad- 
ministrator, excepted. Upon the evidence and the judge’s charge in 
reference thereto, the jury answered the issue as follows: 

“At July Term, 1862, of the Court of Pleas:and Quarter Sessions of 
Mecklenburg County.” 

The defendant Walker asked the court to instruct the jury that the 
effect of the record of the action offered in evidence by the plaintiff was 
not a suit upon the administration bond of T. B. McKee, administrator 
of William Walker, for the reason that it was not instituted by the 
State on the relation of the parties in interest, but that the same was a 
suit instituted by Ann E. Brown against the defendants therein named, 
and that the judgment therein rendered did not fix the defendant Walker 
with assets. The court declined to give the instructions, but held that 
said judgment was an absolute judgment against said W. H. Walker, 
and fixed him with assets. To the refusal of the court to give the in- 
struction prayed, the defendant W. H. Walker excepted. Judgment for 
the plaintiff against W. H. Walker, administrator and in favor of De- 
Armond and wife. 

The defendant W. H. Walker appealed to the Supreme Court, 2) 
and assigns as causes of error: | 

1. The refusal of his Honor to make others parties to the action. 

9. The refusal of his Honor to submit the issues and receive the testi- 
mony offered by the defendant Walker to establish the defenses set up 
in his answer. 

3. The introduction of parol testimony to show when the defendant 
Walker administered on the estate of J. B. Walker. 

4, The ruling of the court as to the effect of the judgment rendered 
in the action of Ann HL. Brown et al. v. T. B. McKee, administrator, et al. 
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C. Dowd for plage 
G. F. Bason, P. D. Walker, and C. W. Tillett ae defendant. 


SuepuHerp, J. The first exception is addressed to the refusal of the 
court to make T. B. McKee, administrator of William Walker, and the 
other sureties to his administration bond, parties to this action. This 
exception cannot be sustained. Flack v. Dawson, 69 N. C., 42; Syme v. 
Bunting, 86 N. C., 175; The Code, sec. 186. | 

The second exception is also without merit. The defendant W. H. 
Walker was sued as the administrator of J. B. Walker, who was a surety 
on the administration bond of T. B. McKee. He was duly served with 
process, but failed to appear, and as the matters of defense which he 
now offers to establish could have been asserted by him in that action, he 
is concluded by the judgment, and cannot now litigate them. 

The third exception is to the admission of parol testimony to show 
the date of the administration of the said W. H. Walker. 

Tt does not appear that such testimony was introduced, the only 

(392) case simply stating that “evidence” was admitted upon that point. 
Conceding, however, that such testimony was inadmissible, and 

that the question could only have been determined by the record of the 
appointment, and that it should have been tried upon inspection by the 
court, we are unable to see how the appellant was in any way prejudiced. 

The only purpose and effect of the evidence was to prove that the said 
defendant administered prior to 1 July, 1869, and this is clearly admitted 
by his answer, in which he states that his intestate died in 1862, and 
that he, as administrator, settled the estate in August, 1864. The excep- 
tion must therefore be eyarralad: 

The remaining exception involves an inquiry into the nature of the 
judgment rendered against the said Walker in the former action as ad- — 
' ministrator. His intestate was one of the sureties on the administration 
bond of T. B. McKee, and these plaintiffs brought an action on said 
bond against the principal and sureties, The said Walker, as adminis- 
trator of J. B. Walker, was made a party defendant, but failed to appear 
-or make any defense whatever. Upon a reference it was found that 
McKee was considerably indebted as administrator to the plaintiffs, and 
the report was confirmed and judgment rendered against all of the de- 
fendants. It is insisted by the defendant Walker that this judgment did 
not have the effect of fixing him with assets, and that he 1s now at 
liberty to show that he has properly administered the estate, and that 
the lands of his intestate-should be subjected to the payment of the 
claims of the plaintiffs.. While the judgment is somewhat informal, it 
expressly includes all of the defendants, and the most favorable view in 


278 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


Brown v. McKEE 


which it can be considered as to Walker is that it is a judgment against 
him as administrator. As the administration was prior to 1 July, 1869, 
this case is governed by the laws existing at that time (The Code, secs. 
1476, 1477), and we think it well settled that under the former 
practice “a judgment against an executor or administrator, (393) 
whether by default or demurrer, or upon any plea pleaded by an 
executor or administrator except plene admimistravit, or admitting assets 
to such a sum, and rieus ultra, is conclusive upon him that he has assets 
to satisfy such judgment.” Iredell Executors, 673; Eaton’s Forms, | 
Note, 225. In Ruggles v. Shearman, 14 Johns., 446, it was held that “if 
an executor or administrator confesses a judgment or suffers judgment 
by default, he is estopped from denying assets to the extent of the judg- 
ment as far as-regards the plaintiff therein.” To the same effect are 
Triel v. Edwards, 6 Modern, 368; Rock v. Leighton, 1 Salk., 310; 
Skelton v. Hawling, 1 Wilson, 258; Wheatley v. Lane, 1 Saunders, 216, 
and numerous other cases. This doctrine is considered as firmly estab- 
lished by modern writers (2 American Law of Administrators, 792) and 
is recognized to have been the former law in this State in McDowell v. 
Asbury, 66 N. C., 444. In that case it is said that “where a personal 
representative is sued, he must protect himself by proper pleading,” and 
the administrator having withdrawn his plea of “fully administered,” it 
was held that a judgment against him for “the debt of his intestate” 
fixed him with assets. So in Hooks v. Moses, 30 N. C., 88, where a 
judgment was confessed by an administrator before a justice of the peace 
for the amount of the debt, and nothing was said about assets, it was 
held in an action upon this judgment that the plea of -plene adminis- 
travit was immaterial, as the former judgment was conclusive against the 
defendant upon that question. The case of Armistead v. Harramond, 
11 N. C., 339, is not in conflict with the above authorities, as it was there 
simply held that a judgment against an administrator for the debt of 
his intestate, while evidence of the debt and of assets, did not, as to the 
latter, bind his sureties, who were not parties to the action. 

It is also contended that the complaint in the former action (3894) 
should have alleged that the defendant Walker was possessed of 
assets, and our attentlon was called to the declaration in Platt v. 
Robbins, 1 Johns., 276, which contains such, an averment. The case is 
not in point, as it was an action of debt upon a former judgment sug- 
gesting a devastavit, which was one of the methods of enforcing a judg- 
ment after a return nulla bona upon an execution de bonis testatoris. 
Under the former system an action against an administrator for the 
recovery of a debt due by his intestate, in itself implied a charge that 
the administrator had such assets; and, as we have seen, it was necessary 
for him to protect himself against liability by proper pleas. Indeed, it 
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was common practice to declare simply upon the debt of the intestate, and 
if there was a judgment by default or on plea as to the assets, the judg- 
ment was regarded as fixing them in the hands of the administrator. The 
manner of enforcing such judgments is elaborately considered in 
McDowell v. Asbury, supra, and need not be repeated here. Suffice it to 
say that if the sheriff returned nulla bona to the fieri facias de bonis 
testatorts, the plaintiff must generally have proceeded by scire facias in 
order to have obtained an execution de bonis proprits, and in such pro- 
ceeding, while the defendant could make any defense arising subsequent 
to the judgment fixing him with assets (as for instance, their loss or 
destruction under excusable circumstances), he would be precluded from 
setting up any matter which could have been pleaded before the rendi- 
tion of such judgment. The same principle applies in this proceeding, 
but the only matter which the said defendant relied upon could have 
been pleaded before the judgment and is therefore inadmissible. 

The objection that the former action should have been commenced in 
the name of the State, would have been good if taken in apt time (Car- 
michael v. Moore, 88 N. C., 29), but cannot avail the defendant under 

the circumstances of ahis case, : 
(395) Our conclusion is that as Walker, administrator, is fixed with 

assets, and as it is not shown that he and his sureties are insolvent 
(Latham v. Bell, 69 N. C., 1385, and Lilly v. Wooley, 94 N. C., 412), 
the land should not be sold and the judgment against the said Walker 
should be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Pearson, 119 N. C., 874; Mann v. Baker, 142 N. C., 236. 


JOHN D. BROWN vy. T. D. MILLER Et At. 


Chattel Mortgage—lInen—Description of Property. 

1. A chattel mortgage upon the mortgagor’s “entire crop of cotton to be 
raised by me or my tenants on all my lands during the year 1889,” sufli- 
ciently designates the property conveyed to make the instrument opera- 
tive, and the fact that the land upon which the crop was planted was, 
while it was growing, recovered from the mortgagor by one claiming 
under superior title, did not affect the validity of the lien. 


2. A subsequent mortgage on same property given to secure advancements 
of “supplies,” there being nothing to show for what purpose the epee 
were furnished, did not create a prior lien. 
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Apprat at Fall Term, 1890, of Mzecxtznzure, from Brown, J. 

Action to recover the value of a bale of cotton which, it is alleged, 
belonged to the plaintiff and was converted by the detendatics to their 
own use. On the trial the plaintiff put in evidence a chattel mort- 
gage proved and registered 23 January, 1889, executed to him by J ohn 
P, Patterson, whereby the latter purported aud undertook to convey to 
the plaintiff his “entire crop of cotton to be raised by me or my 
tenants on all my lands during the year 1889,” ete. The mort- (396) 
gagor was examined as a witness for the plaintiff, and testified 
that “the defendants got the bale of cotton, which is the subject of this 
controversy, from me in October, 1889.” The plaintiff then asked the 
witness : “On whose land was that cotton raised?” Under objection, the 
court allowed the witness to say: “On the lands I live on at home, and 
have been on for fifteen years. The lands were known as my lands. t 
paid for them as my lands. + On 2 February, 1889, I was declared by 
the court (in an action) not to be the owner.’ One Fisher obtained 
judgment in his favor for the land in the fara referred to, and after- 
. wards Patterson leased the land from him in June, 1889, and agreed to. 
pay him one bale of cotton as rent, which Fisher directed him to leave at 
Nesbit’s gin. The bale of cotton in question was produced on the lands 
mentioned, and which Fisher so recovered. 

In March, 1889, Patterson executed to the defendants his other mort- 
gage, which was duly registered on the 4th of the same month, to secure 
a debt due to them for “supplies,” which they furnished to ho and the 
cotton in controversy was embraced by this mortgage. Patterson further 
testified that he delivered the bale of cotton in question to defendants as 
the rent he owed Fisher, and directed them to deliver it to him as such 
rent. Nesbit (who is one of the defendants) took the bale and refused to 
so deliver it, saying that the defendants wanted it on account of their 
mortgage debt above mentioned. Patterson said he was willing to this if 
Fisher was willing. The defendants took the bale, and Patterson the 
next week delivered to Fisher another bale for the rent due him. 

The court submitted to the jury two issues, the first of which was: 
“Did the defendants wrongfully convert the bale of cotton belonging to 
the plaintiff as alleged?’ The defendants insisted that the court should 
instruct the jury to respond “No” to this issue, but on the contrary it 
told them that if they believed the evidence, to respond “Yes,” 
and the defendants excepted. ' (397) 

There was a verdict and sudgment for the plaintiff, and the | 
defendants appealed, assigning error as follows: 

“1, For admission of evidence objected to as above set forth. 

“2, For refusal to charge that, upon all the evidence, the jury should 
answer the first issue ‘No.’ 
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“3, For error in charging that, if the jury believed the evidence, they 
should answer the first issue ‘Yes.’ ”’ 


G. F. Bason for plaintrff. 
Jones & Tillett (by brief) for detentants 


Merermon, C. J., after stating the case: The deed of mortgage under 
which the plaintiff claims title to the bale of cotton in controversy sufli- 
ciently designates and identifies the land upon which it was to be pro- 
duced, and the cotton itself, to render this deed operative and effectual 
for the purpose contemplated by it. The purpose of this description was 
not to designate land to which the mortgagor certainly had absolute 
or perfect title, but the land claimed by him as his at the time he 
executed the deed, and upon which he intended that himself or his tenants 
should thereafter produce the cotton crop that the mortgage was intended 
to embrace. The simple purpose was to identify the land claimed by 
him as his on which the crop of cotton was to be produced. The mere 
fact that a third party, after the deed was executed, recovered the land — 
sufficiently described by it, could not affect the sufficiency of the descrip- 
tion or the deed. The land described as “my (mortgagor’s) land” re- 
mained the same. The description, the designation of it, was not 
destroyed or rendered less certain. 

The cotton crop conveyed by the deed was sufficiently designated. It 

‘was not an indefinite part of it, but all—“the entire crop of cotton 
(398) to be raised by me (the mortgagor) or my tenants on all my lands 

during the year 1889”—+that is, the “entire crop” so raised on the 
land described as “my (the mortgagor’s) lands.” The deed identified 
the land and the cotton crop embraced by it with such definiteness as that 
the same could be certainly ascertained and known. Woodltef v. Harris, 
95 N. C., 211; Gwathney v. Ethridge, 99 N. C., 571; S. v. Logan, 100 
N. C., 454. 

Nor could the supervenient rights of Fisher, after he recovered the 
lands from the mortgagor, as the latter’s landlord, to rent—the one bale 
of cotton—render the mortgage inoperative, except to the extent of the 
rent. As to this, the statute (The Code, sec. 1754) gave the landlord.a 
prior lien for the rent; but the whole cotton crop belonged to the plain- 
tiff, subject only to that lien. As between the plaintiff and the mortgagor 
the mortgage remained effectual, except as to the rent. | 

The defendants contend, however, that the mortgagor, Patterson, exe- 
cuted to them in March next after Fisher recovered the land from him 
a mortgage to secure a debt created for “supplies,” which embraced the 
bale of cotton in controversy, and, therefore, they had good title to the 
same. This contention is without force. The last mentioned mortgage - 
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was, in effect, a mortgage second to that of the plaintiff as to the cotton 
crop, including the bale in question. In no aspect of this second mort- 
gage, so far as appears, can it be treated as creating a prior lien in favor 
_of the defendants, as allowed in certain cases by the statute (The Code, 
sec. 1799). It does not appear how, or for what purpose, or on what 
account the “supplies” were made by the defendants to the mortgagor. 
Rawlings v. Hunt, 90 N. C., 270, and cases there cited. The defendants 
further contend that the bale of cotton in question belonged to Fisher, 
the landlord, and was for the rent due to him from Patterson. We do 
not think the evidence went to prove that this bale of cotton was 

delivered to the landlord to. pay the rent so due to him. Accept- (399) 
ing the evidence pertinent as true, it only showed that Patterson, 

the tenant, at first intended that it should go to pay the rent, but the 
defendants did not so receive it for the landlord; they insisted that they 
should have it on account of their mortgage debt; the tenant, their mort- 
gage debtor, consented, and afterwards he delivered to his landlord 
another and different bale in discharge of the rent due to him. This 
certainly is the fair and just interpretation of the facts as they appear. 

No error. 


Cited: Weil v. Flowers, 109 N. C., 217. 


THE TOWN OF DURHAM vy. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY anpd THE NORTH CAROLINA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 


Corporation—Statute, Public and Private—Evidence—Case on 
Appeal—Printing Record. 


1. The statute (ch. 82, Laws of 1848-49) incorporating the North Carolina 
Railroad Company is a private act, and it is error to permit it to be read 
and commented on to the court or jury until it has been properly intro- 
duced as evidence. 


2. The rules require that the appellant shall print the case on appeal, and 
where that has been settled by the trial judge, and will exceed twenty 
printed pages, the Court will order that the appellant, if successful in 
his appeal, be allowed to tax the costs of the extra necessary printing 
against the appellee. 


3. The attention of trial judges is directed to evils resulting from the inser- 
tion of unnecessary matter in cases on appeal, especially when steno- 
graphic reports are made of the trial. 
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Appear at Fall Term, 1890, of Cuarnam, from MacRae, J. 
There was a verdict and judgment thereon for the defendants, from 
which the plaintiff appealed. 
In the argument to the court and jury, the counsel for the 
(400) defendants began to read the charter of the North Carolina Rail- 
road Company, being Laws 1848-49, ch. 82. Objection was at 
once made by plaintiffs, because the charter had not been offered in 
evidence. The objection was overruled on the ground that it was a public 
act of which the court would take judicial notice, and his Honor allowed 
said charter to be read and commented on, both to the court and jury, 
without the same having been introduced in evidence, The plaintiff 
excepted and assigned this ruling as error. 


John Devereua, Jr., and W. W. Fuller for plaintiff. 
D, Schenck, F. H. Bushee, J. W. Graham, and W. A. Guthrie fer 
defendant. 


Merrion, C. J., after stating the facts: We are constrained to grant 
a new trial in this case upon the ground that the charter (Acts 1848-49) 
of the defendant, the North Carolina Railroad Company, is a private 
statute, and, the plaintiff objecting, the court erroneously allowed the 
defendants to read and comment upon the same to the jury without hav- 
ing first put it in evidence in a proper way on the trial. 

The defendants contend earnestly that this charter is a public statute. © 
It must be conceded that it embraces two or three public statutory pro- 
visions, but as to its chief purpose, and in the respects material for which 
it was-read to the jury, it is clearly private and evidential in its nature 
and application. Its purpose is to authorize and create—not a public or 
political corporation, but a private one, to extend to individuals, such as 
purchase and own its shares of capital stock, personal and private ad- 
vantages. The charter confers corporate powers to enable individuals the 

more successfully to do and prosecute the important business of 
(401) transportation of persons and freights on a large scale and receive 

compensation therefor, and thus incidentally to extend important 
public convenience and advantage, which latter is largely the considera- 
tion to be paid for the franchises granted to the corporators. The 
statute, in so far as it confers corporate powers and rights, concerns and 
pertains to individuals and their business, and thus it has that quality 
which renders it a private statute. The rights of the public are incident 
to and grow out of the business of such corporations, and these may be. 
regulated by public statutory provisions to be found in some respects in 
the charter itself, and in others in separate public statutes. &S. v. 
Chambers, 93 N. C., 600, and the authorities there cited; 8. v. R. B., 73 
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N. C., 527. See also Hughes v. Comrs., 107 N. C., 598; BR. BR. v. BR. R., 
106 N. C., 27; United States v. Trinidad, 1387 U. S8., 160; B. R. v. Fafth 
Baptist Church, 108 U. S., 317. 

A private statute may embrace one or more public statutory provisions, 
and so, also, a public statute may embrace private statutory enactments, 
but such intermixture of statutes does not change or modify their 
respective natures. Whether the statute, or some enactment in it, is 
public or private, is a question of law, which the Court must determine, 
in the absence of statutory enactment declaring and, settling its nature. 
Humphries v. Baxter, 28 N. C., 487; S. v. Wallace, 94 N. C., 827; Pot. 
Dwar. on Stats., 53, and notes. 

It was insisted on the argument that, ‘inasmuch as the charter con- 
tained public statutory provisions, it thereby became and therefore is 
a public statute. As we have just said, such intermixture could not 
change the nature of a statute or a provision contained init. This Court 
has repeatedly decided that statutes containing public statutory pro- 
visions were private statutes. The charter of the Bank of North 
Carolina (Haywood Manual, 61) clearly contained such pro- (402) 
visions, and in Bank v. Clark, 8 N. C., 36, it was held expressly 

that it was a private statute. A statute (Laws 1866-67, ch. 80) in 
respect to “The Washington Toll Bridge,” expressly referred to and 
made applicable to it in certain respects the public statutes (Rev. Code, 
ch. 101), but this Court held that the statute was private. Comrs. v. 
Bridge Co., 61 N. C., 118. To the same effect is Humphries v. Baxter, 
28 N. C., 437. 

The chariee in question provides that the State shall be a stockholder 
of the corporation created by it, and it is such stockholder for a large 
amount. It was insisted that this made the statute public 1 in its nature. 
We do not think so. The State, laying aside its sovereign character for 
_ the purposes of the corporation, put itself upon a footing with other 
corporations, except that it has advantages conceded to it on account. of 
the large amount of stock it owns. That the State is a stockholder does 
not necessarily render the corporation a public one. Marshall v, R. R., 
92 N. C., 322; Bank v. Clark, 8 N. C., 86. The State was a large stock: 
holder ia the os whose charter was held in the last case cited to be a 
private statute.. Connor v. Arkansas, 15 How., 304. — 

It was further insisted that the statute was published among the 
public statutes, and therefore it is public. There is no provision in it 
or elsewhere directing that it be so published. That it was, could not 
alter or affect its nature in legal contemplation. 

It is clear, in our judgment, that the statute in question is private in 
its nature and purpose in the respects as to which the appellants read 
and commented upon to the jury. It should have been put in evidence 
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on the trial. It is not questioned that private statutes must be pleaded 
(The Code, sec. 264), and that they must be proven when they become 
necessary as evidence. 

It is strange, indeed, that the appellees failed to put the statute | 
ate) in question in Beare, especially as it was so convenient to do 
| so. They simply needed to read it from the statute book (The 
esa sec. 1339). The evidence afforded by it was material. The plain- 
tiff insists upon its rights to have the material evidence produced on the 
trial according to law. This was not done, and therefore it is entitled to 
a new trial and we so adjudge. 

We do not deem it proper to decide several other interesting questions 
presented by the record, because to do so might unduly prejudice o one 
party or the other on the next trial. 

Error. 


After the opinion in this case had been filed, the appellant made a 
motion for an allowance for costs of extra printing. 


John Devereux, Jr., for the motion. 
F. H. Busbee contra. 


 Crarx, J. This is a motion by the appellant to retax the bill of costs 
in this Court by allowing “the actual cost of printing the record and 
brief.” Rule 29 requires the “case on appeal” to be printed, and such 
other parts of the record as may be necessary to present the exceptions 
made, the designation of such parts to be made by counsel of the ap- 
pellant. If, however, more than twenty pages are printed, the costs for 
the excess can only be allowed by order of the Court (Rule 31), for 
which purpose this motion is now made. An inspection of the transcript 
shows seventy-four pages printed. Of these sixty-eight pages are in the 
“ease on appeal” settled by the judge. As to this the appellant was 
required by the rules to have printed, and could not omit any part 
thereof. It is but just that he should be allowed for said sixty-eight 
pages, deducting the twenty pages already taxed, to wit, forty-eight pages 
additional at sixty cents per page. The other six pages were 
(404) not embraced in the “case on appeal,” presented no exception 
to be reviewed, and were unnecessarily printed. This case differs 
from Roberts v. Lewald, post, 405, in which the case on appeal was only 
two pages, and the winning party having been allowed the cost of print- 
ing twenty pages, further allowance was denied. 
In this connection it is proper to note that the “case” seems to have 
been made up from the stenographer’s notes, and instead of making a 
brief of the evidence, or of such parts of the evidence as are material, the 
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entire evidence seems to have been put into the case. This may save labor 
to the judge, but is an unnecessary expense to parties, and is not a “case 
settled” within the meaning of the statute. As the use of stenographers 
will become more common in our courts, the attention of the trial judges 
should be especially called to this, which if not adverted to, is likely to 
become an evil and an oppression. It is not intended that the transcript 
of the “case on appeal” should become a dumping ground for the entire 
evidence and minutie of the trial below. The parties, if they agree on 
the case, or the judge, if he settles it. should eliminate the points ex- 
cepted to, and only send up in connection with them so much of the 
evidence or other matter occurring on the trial as may be necessary to 
present and illustrate the matter excepted to. The judge does not do 
his duty in “settling the case” unless he keeps this in view. Parties ought 
not to be taxed and oppressed elther with the copying by the clerk below 
or by the printing in this Court of a vast mass of testimony utterly 
irrelevant so far as concerns the exceptions to be reviewed. This is said, 
not in criticism of the careful and accurate judge who tried this par- 
ticular cause, but because this is a “case” somewhat more lengthy than 
was necessary, which was evidently due to reliance on stenographer’s 
notes, and to prevent, by a timely caution, what is already a grow- 

ing evil from becoming a serious and fruitful source of unneces- (405) 
sary and oppressive costs. 

As to the brief of appellant, he has already had taxed for his bene- 
fit ten pages, as allowed by Rule 37. We do not think that more was 
necessary, and that, with a proper regard to condensation and expense, 
the forcible and successful argument of the appellant could have been put 
within that compass. If he chose to elaborate it beyond that limit, it 
must be at his own “cost and charges.” 

Motion allowed. 


Cited: Wool v. Saunders, post, 743; 8. v. Barringer, 110 N. C., 529; 
S.v. Womble, 112 N. C., 864, 5; Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. C., 107; Logan 
v. R. RK. 116 N. C., 944; 8. v. Locklear, 118 N. C., 1160; Simmons v. 
Allison, 119 N. C., 564; Mining Co. v. Smelting Co., 1b., 416; Hancock 
v. AR. Rh. 124 N. C., 228; Dargan v. A. &., 1381 N. C., 680; Parker v. 
Exp. Co., 182 N. C., 129; 8. v. Patterson, 1384 N. C., 615; Sigman v. 
R. R., 185 N. C., 182; Cressler v. Asheville, 188 N. C., 486; Hill v. 
R. £., 1438 N. C., 597; Lumber Co. v. Privette, 179 N. C,, 3. 
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R. R. ROBERTS Et au. v. K. LEWALD ET At. 


Printing Record—Costs—A ppeal. 


1. The costs of preparing and transmitting the transcript of a record on 
appeal to this Court are not costs in this Court, but in the court below, 
where the necessary orders and judgments for their payment and 
recovery should be entered. | 


2. The successful party on appeal will not be allowed to recover costs for 
printing record in excess of the amount prescribed by Rule 31, except in 
extraordinary cases w here the necessity for such pene is made to 
appear. 


Morton of plaintiff in this Court to retax costs. 


J. Wz. Hinsdale for petitioners. 
T. H. Sutton for defendants. 


Crark, J. The plaintiffs, in whose favor this cause was decided at 
last term (107 N. C., 805), move to retax the bill of costs so as to allow— 
1. The sum of $29.05, paid the clerk of the-court below for 

(406) preparing the transcript of the.record on appeal. 

2. The sum of $24.20, paid by appellant for printine the 
transcript, in excess of the amount already allowed and taxed print- 
ing the maximum of twenty pages, under Rule 31. : 

The Code, sec. 551, requires the clerk below to make out and transmit 
the transcript of the record to this Court, but not unless his fees therefor 
are paid by the appellant. Andrews v. Whisnant, 88 N. C., 446; Barley 
v. Brown, 105 N. C., 127. Such costs, like that of the filing and justifi- 
cation of the appeal bond and of transmitting the record here, and the 
like, are no part of the costs in this Court. They accrued anterior to 
docketing the case in this Court. While no part of the costs of the trial, 
they are none the less a part of the costs below, and their recovery must 
be adjudged by appropriate orders of the judge of that court. 

The Rule (29) requires the printing of the “statement of case” and of 
“the exceptions appearing in the record to be reviewed by the Court.” 
Rule 30 excepts criminal cases and appeals in forma pauperis. Rule 31 
restricts the amount of printing allowed to be recovered in the costs to a 
maximum of twenty pages of the transcript of the record, unless other- 
wise specially allowed by the Court; and the Court by Rule 32 may 
order additional parts of the record to be printed. From this it will be 
-gseen that the rules only require the statement of the case on appeal, and 
such other parts of the record as present exceptions for review, to be 
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printed; and that the Court deemed, as a general rule, that twenty 
pages would be amply sufficient for that purpose, reserving, however, the 
right to allow, in extraordinary cases, the appellant, if successful, to 
recover for the printing of a greater number of pages. In. proper cases 
this the Court will allow; but such cases are, in fact, unusual. We 
learn from our clerk that the average cost of printing transcripts on 
appeal is between four and five dollars, the cost in a majority of | 
cases being less than that, and in a few above it. In looking into (407) 
the printed record in the present case, we find that the “statement 

of case on appeal” occupies only two pages. A most liberal allowance 
for “other matters required to be reviewed by the Court” will not entitle 
the plaintiff to recover in all for more than the twenty pages for which 
he has already been allowed. The plaintiff, in causing fifty-six pages to 
be printed acted improvidently, and cannot expect the appellee to bear 
the expense of the unnecessary printing. While the Court, in all proper 
cases, will certainly allow for printed matter in excess of twenty pages, it 
will not tax the losing party with needless expense. The rule requiring 
(except in criminal and pauper appeals) the printing of the “case on 
appeal,” and the other parts of the record necessary to be reviewed, is a 
necessity, and on an average costs in each case less than one-third of the 
tax fee formerly allowed. It is a rule that benefits litigants and their 
counsel, as well as the Court, by permitting the more careful as well as 
the more prompt consideration of appeals. But the Court will not allow 
a beneficial and necessary requirement to be abused by saddling parties 
with unnecessary expense. | ; 

Motion denied. | 


Cited: Durham v. R. R., ante, 404; Edwards v. Henderson, 109 N. C., 
84; Mining Co. v. Smelting Co., 119 N. C., 416; Hancock v. BR. &., 124 
N. C., 228; Dobson v. R. R., 183 N. C., 625; Waldo v. Wilson, 177 
ON. C., 462. 7 


CHARLES H. SIMPSON er at. v. T. H. PEGRAM Et AL. 


Contract—Evidence—“Letter Heads” and Advertisements. 


Upon an issue whether goods had been delivered to defendant as upon con- 
signment, or upon an absolute sale—the letter containing the order being 
indefinite on this point—the “letter-head”’ of the defendant, printed upon 
the paper upon which the order was written, in which he described his 
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business as “‘General Merchandise Broker” and solicited consignments, 
was some evidence to be submitted to and considered by the jury in de- 
termining the nature of the transaction. 


(408) Apprat at February Term, 1891, of Forsyru, from Bynum, J. 

The plaintifis brought this action to recover the value of a 
considerable quantity of flour from the defendant Pegram and his code- 
fendants, who are his assignees. Pegram ordered from the plaintiffs the 
flour in question by letter, of which the following 1s a copy: 


‘OFFICE OF 
T. H. PeGRAM, JR. 
General Merchandise Broker. 
CONSIGNMENTS SOLICITED. 
And Dealer in Wagons, Grain, Hay, Mill Feed, Etc. 
Winston, N. C., Nov. 14, 1887. 
Messrs. Simpson, Bass & Co., Richmond, Va. 
GENTS :—Please send me the following: 
100 bags Q98Ib. Bob White 50 Bee 


100 * 49 . 7 25 
200 $e 24. 6s si a5 ee 
400 ¢é 12 46 £¢ 25 $e 
Ship as soon as possible, as I need the goods right now. Want fresh goods. 
Yours truly, T, H. PegraM, JR. ~ 


The plaintiffs contend the flour was consigned to defendant Pegram 
and not sold to him. 

The defendants admit the flour in controversy was received by the 
defendant Pegram, and the most of it was in his possession at the time 
of his a’signment to Buxton and Grogan; passed into the hands of the 
assignees, and the proceeds of said flour is now in their hands, but the 
defendants contend the flour was bought by defendant Pegram and not 
consigned. 

The following issue was submitted to the jury: “Was the flour in con- 
troversy in this action consigned to the defendant Pegram by plaintitis?” 

The plaintiffs offered in evidence and read to the jury the letter 
(409) above set forth, and rested their case. 

His Honor instructed the jury that, upon the evidence offered 
by the plaintiffs they should render a verdict for the defendants and 
answer the issue “No.” Plaintiffs excepted. 

There was a verdict for the defendants, and thereupon the court gave 
judgment in favor of the plaintiffs against the defendant Pegram for 
the value of the flour, and that defendant assignees go without day. 
The plaintiffs having excepted, appealed. 


R. B. Glenn for plainteffs. 
J. 8. Grogan for defendants. 
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Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: In the course of the business 
of trade, “letter-heads,” “‘bill-heads,” and like advertising mediums, 
when identified and connected with the party using and giving them out 
for his own purpose and advantage, have point and significance, and the 
more when they appear directly in connection with and give or reason- 
ably may give cast and meaning to business correspondence and trans- 
actions in their nature uncertain and indeterminate and requiring expla- 
nation as to their meaning and purpose. They may and oftentimes 
ought to be taken as indicative and explanatory of the correspondence or 
transactions left uncertain and imperfect without them, and have more 
or less weight according to their nature, connections, applications, bear- 
ing and the circumstances. Oftentimes, the very purpose of the use of 
them is to give the public, as well as individuals, notice of the adver- 
tiser’s business, its nature, where it is carried on, and to invite corres- 
pondence, business and trade transactions. © 

When a person thus holds himself out—declares the nature of his 
business and purpose to another person with whom he deals, in the 
absence of explanation in some way appearing to the contrary— 
the reasonable inference is that his contract, the transaction per- (410) 
tinent to his business, was of the nature contemplated by that 
business thus made known. And that he thus made known his business 
may, In a proper case, be shown by any competent evidence. Thus, if 
- such person should, under a “letter-head” declaring the nature and place 
of his business, write and send a letter to a person Saas in a business 
at a distance fr om him, with whom he wished and proposed to have a 
business transaction eran to his business, without particularly 
specifying its nature and terms, and a transaction accordingly took place, 
the inference would be that it was such as his business contemplated, 
and the letter, including the “‘letter-head,” would be competent evidence of 
the fact in a proper case. The true office of such evidence would be “to in- 
terpret the otherwise indeterminate intention of the parties, and to ascer- 
tain the nature and extent of their contracts, arising not from express 
stipulation, but from mere implication and presumptions and acts of a 
doubtful and equivocal character; and to fix and explain the meaning of 
the words and expressions of doubtful or various senses. On this princi- 
ple the usage or habit of trade or conduct of an individual, which is 
known to the person who deals with him, may be given in evidence to 
prove what was the contract between them.” 2 Gf. Ev., sec. 251. In the © 
notes to Wigglesworth v. Dollison, 1 Smith’s Leading Cases, 300, it is 
said, “The usage of an individual in his own business as to the manner 
of performing it and the like, if known to the party dealing with him, is 
competent to show that the contract was on those terms.” Norris v. 
Fowler, 87 N. C., 9. 
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In the case before us the defendant Pegram wrote to the plaintiffs 
immediately, under a printed “letter-head,” stating the character of his 
business—that of a “General Merchandise Broker”—and soliciting “con- 

signments” for the purpose of his business. The letter was in no 
(411) wise inconsistent with such business purpose. It was in material 

respects indefinite in its terms. It did not contain a proposition 
to purchase goods or to pay for the same presently or in the future—it 
simply asked that the goods specified be sent to him promptly. By his 
letter, he represented to the plaintiffs that he was such broker—that he 
desired consignments of goods for the purpose of his business—he asked 
that certain goods pertinent for his business be sent to him at once. 
Taking his representations as to his business—his requests—the whole 
together constituted evidence to go to the jury tending to prove that he 
wished and intended that the goods be consigned to him to be sold, not 
as his own, but as the plaintiffs’, in the course of his business, and that 
the plaintiffs so understood, intended and agreed, and sent him the 
goods accordingly. Pegram’s business as “General Merchandise Broker” 
did not by its nature imply that he purchased or took title to the goods 
he sold; on the contrary, it might be that he sold such merchandise for 
one person to another for compensation, and to that end, and to facili- 
tate his business, he “solicited” consignments of goods. He sent his 
letter-head in connection with and as part of his letter to the plaintifts, 
and the whole constituted evidence of his contract with them and tended 
to prove that the flour in controversy belonged to them. The court should 
have so instructed the jury, leaving them to determine its weight. 

Error. 


(412) 


JOHN L. HINTON y. GRIFFIN PRITCHARD. 


Appeal—Rules 5, 17 and 28. 


Where the appellant fails to docket his appeal during the terms at which, 
under the statute and Rules of Court, it should be docketed, it will be 
dismissed on motion, notwithstanding the appellee did not docket the 
certificate and dismiss the appeal, as he might have done under Rule 17. 


Morrow to dismiss appeal. 


E. F. Aydlette and W. J. Griffin for appellant. 


W. D. Pruden for appellee. 
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Crark, J. The appellee moves to dismiss the appeal on the grounds: 
1. That the record has not been printed, as required by Rule 28. 
2. That the appeal was not docketed at the Fall Term, 1890, of this 
Court, as required by Rule 5, the judgment therein having been rendered 
a to the beginning of said term. 

. That the appellant has filed no appeal bond. 
| The appellant makes no defense as to the first ground assigned. <As 
to the second, he files an affidavit of his counsel that, though the judg- 
ment was rendered and the case on appeal was settled by the judge prior 
to the beginning of the Fall Term of this Court, he omitted, in the 
press of business, to notify his client (the appellant) till after the docket 
of the district had been called, and when it was too late to have the cause 
argued at that term. The appeal was docketed here 23 January, 1891. 
If this excuse were entitled to any consideration it is sufficient to say 
that, although the hearing of that district had: passed, as the 
appellee had not docketed and dismissed the appeal as entitled (4138) 
to do (Rule 17), it was still the privilege and the duty of the 
appellant to docket his appeal during the Fall Term of this Court. 
Porter v. BR. R., 106 N. C., 478. 

As to the third ground of the motion, the appellant has not offered to 
file a bond, or make a deposit in lieu thereof, which the court 1s author- 
ized in its discretion, to permit to be done. Acts 1889, ch. 135. 

On either one of the grounds assigned 1n his etn: the apBCnee is 
entitled to have the 

Appeal dismissed. 


Note.—Joyner v. Hines and Whitehead v. Blandiford, from Pitt, and Rod- 
man v. Archbdell, from Beaufort, were dismissed at this term upon same 
ground. 


Cited: Pippin v. Green, 110 N. C., 462; Causey v. Snow, 116 N. C., 
498; 8. v. Deyton, 119 N. C., 882; 8. v. Telfair, 139 N. C., 556; Morror 
Co. v. Casualty Co., 157 N. C., 830; Howard v. Speight, 180 N. C., 654. 


CR. H. PARDUE AND WIFE v. ROBERT GIVENS ET AL. 


Morton by plaintiff in Supreme Court, where the cause was pending, 
for a writ of venditiont exponas to issue for the purpose of selling the 
more valuable shares in a partition proceeding, which were charged 
with the payment of certain sums for owelty of partition. 
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D. A. Covington for petitioner. 
kh. H. Battle and S. F. Mordecai, contra. 


Per Curiam: This case is governed by the decision in Herman v. 
Watts, 107 N. C., 646, and, therefore, let it be entered. 
Motion denied. _ 


(414) | 


ALBERT PURCELL y. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Common Carrier—Railroad—Contract—T ort—Damages—N egligence— 
Pleading—J urisdiction. 


1. It is the duty of a common carrier to provide sufficient means of transpor- 
tation for all freight and passengers which its business naturally brings 
to it, and an unusual occasion by which a greater demand upon it is tem- 
porarily made will not relieve it of the obligation if, by the use of reason- 
able foresight, it could have been provided for. 


- 2, A person who has sustained injuries by reason of the failure of a railroad 
company to provide proper means of transportation or operate its trains 
as required by the statute (The Code, sec. 1963) may bring an action on 

_eontract, or in tort, independent of the statute. 


3. If the tort is the result of simple negligence, damages will be restricted to 
such as are compensatory; but if it was willful, or committed with such 
circumstances as show gross negligence, punitive damages may be given. 


4. Where the plaintiff alleged in his complaint and offered testimony tending 
to show that he purchased a ticket from defendant’s agent at a regular 
station before the time advertised for the arrival and departure of its 
trains at that place, and was in readiness to get aboard, but the train 
ran by, making no effort to stop, although it had room in its cars for 
plaintiff: Held, (1) the complaint does set forth a cause of action in tort, 
of which the Superior Court had jurisdiction; and (2). the plaintiff was 
entitled to an instruction that, if the jury found the facts alleged to be 
true, he would be entitled to punitive damages, in the absence of sufficient 
excuse shown by the defendant. 


Apprat at Fall Term, 1890, of Aramancr, from MacRae, J. 
PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL. 


The material portions of the complaint are— 
“That on 21 September, 1889, the plaintiff purchased from defend- 
ant’s agent at Haw River a ticket to Burlington, and thereby the 
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defendant contracted with the plaintiff to receive him on its pas- (415) 
senger train as a passenger from Haw River station to Burling- 

ton station, and for the fare as paid as aforesaid; that said ticket speci- 
fied that it was good for that day and train only, and was purchased for 
the regular passenger train due on its western trip at Haw River at an 
early hour in the morning of said 21 September, 1889; that the plaintiff 
received said ticket and went upon the platform at the depot at Haw 
River to the place where the defendant is accustomed to receive and 
discharge its passengers, just before the time published by the defendant 
for the arrival and departure of its regular passenger train, which is 
due and passes said depot about five o’clock every morning, and re- 
mained upon or near said platform until the said train did arrive, which 
occurred about six o’clock a. m.; that when the said train did arrive 
it made no stop at Haw River station at all, but ran by said station with 
great speed, not allowing any passengers to get upon it, and leaving the 
plaintiff standing and remaining at said depot, to his great disappoint- 
ment, annoyance and damage, in the sum of $500, and hence he brings 
this suit. Wherefore, the plaintiff demands judgment for the sum of 
$500 damages and for the costs of this action.” 

The material parts of the answer are— 

“That the train is composed of freight cars, a combination car, at one 
-end of which is used as a second-class car, one first-class car and a Pull- 
man sleeper; that this train seldom carries more than seven or eight 
passengers outside of the Pullman sleeper, that on the morning of 21 
‘September, .1889, when this train reached Haw River it was crowded 
with passengers to its full capacity, and that it would have been unsafe 
to the passengers aboard and those desiring to get on at Haw River 
to have stopped and taken on those proposing to go to Burlington, which 
crowd, as defendant is informed and believes, amounted to near one | 
hundred persons; that the defendant was not apprised of this 
unexpected increase of passengers in time to provide necessary or (416) 
adequate carriage for them.” 

Defendant denies that the plaintiff was damaged $500, and says that 
it is informed and believes that the plaintiff was intending to go to 
Burlington to attend Robinson’s circus, which gave an exhibition there 
that day, and that the only loss to plaintiff was the failure to see the cir- 
eus; that the circus did not open until about two o’clock p. m., and was 
only four miles off, and the public highway, at that season of the year 
was in the best condition, led from Haw River to Burlington, -and the 
latter place could easily have been reached by said highway between 
the hours of five o’clock a. m. and two o’clock p. m. by any ordinary 
pedestrian without inconvenience or loss. 
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Defendant further says, that the amount of damage recoverable un- 
der the circumstances set out in this answer, but which do not appear on 
the face of the complaint (if recoverable at all) are within the jurisdic- 
tion of a justice of the peace, and that this court has no jurisdiction of 
this action. 

‘There was evidence offered by each party tending to support their 
respective contentions. 

The plaintiff asked the court to charge the yary that if they believed 
that the defendant stopped its train at Mebane and received and dis- 
charged passengers, and also at Graham and there received twelve or 
fifteen passengers and discharged two or three, and that there was room, 
standing or sitting, for fifty or sixty persons at the time the train 
passed Haw River, and that a part of the tickets were sold to persons 
at Haw River the evening before, and in due time to communicate with 
the officers of the company, then to run by, as is shown in this action, 
is such willful disregard of the rights of the plaintiff as would entitle 
him to recover punitive damages. This prayer was refused, and plain- 
tiff excepted. 

The court instructed the jury that, upon the testimony they 
(417) would not be warranted in finding the defendant guilty of such | 
a degree of negligence as indicated a reckless indifference to con- 
sequences, oppression, needless caprice, willfulness or other cause of 
aggravation as would entitle plaintiff to punitive damages. The meas- 
ure of damages upon the admitted facts, or those proven, if the jury 
believed the testimony, would be the price paid for the ticket, fifteen 
cents, and the amount paid for another conyeyanes to. Burlington, 
twenty-five cents. 

There was a verdict for plaintiff, assessing his damages at forty 

cents, and from the judgment thereon he eT 


J. A. Long for plaintiff. 
D, Schenck and F. H. Busbee for defendant. 


Gace J. The Code, sec. 1963, provides : “Every railroad corpora- 
tion shall start and run their cars for the transportation of passengers 
and property at regular times, to be fixed by public notice, and shall fur- 
nish sufficient accommodation for the transportation of all such passen- _ 
gers and property as shall within a reasonable time previous thereto be 
offered for transportation at the place of starting, and the junction of 
other railroads, and at usual stopping places established for receiving 
and discharging way passengers and freight for that train, and shall take, 
transport and discharge such passengers and property at, from and to 
such places on the due payment of the deat or fare legally authorized 
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therefor, and shall be liable to the party aggrieved in an action for dam- 
ages for any neglect or refusal in the premises.” For a violation of such 
statutory duty the plaintiff might have sued in contract (Hodges v. R. 
R., 105 N. C., 170) but he could elect to sue in tort for the injury and 
the breach of puble duty (existing independent of the statute)’ | 
by the willfulness or negligence of defendant. Bishop Noncon- (418) 
tract Law, secs. 73 and 74; Redfield Carriers, sec. 422; Tallon v. 

R. R.,2 El. & El, 844. Tf the tort was committed by mere negligence 
of the defendant as simple carelessness or inadvertence, the plaintiff 
would be restricted to compensatory damages, and as no special damages 
were alleged and’ shown other than obtaining another conveyance the 
measure of damages, as laid down by the court, to wit, the price of the 
ticket and of procuring such other conveyance—forty cents in all— 
_ would have been correct. But if the conduct of the defendant was will-’ 
ful, or showed such gross negligence as to indicate a wanton disregard 
of the rights of the plaintiff, he was entitled to recover punitive dam- 
ages in addition. 

Railroads are granted valuable franchises and privileges by virtue of 
the State’s right of eminent domain. On their part they assume correla- 
tive obligations and duties to the public and become quasi-public serv- 
ants.. [hey are not granted such great and unusual privileges to the 
‘sole end that they may be operated for the mere pecuniary benefit of 
the corporation, and at the arbitrary pleasure and will of their managers 
‘and employees. It is well recognized that they are subject to proper 
regulation, supervision and control by public authority, and that they 
owe duties to the individuals who may wish to ship goods or travel 
over their lines. When the defendant advertised its schedule and the 
plaintiff bought a ticket and presented himself at the advertised time 
at a regular passenger station of the road, he had the right to be taken 

aboard the cars on their arrival at that point. In running its cars by 
_ the station without stopping the defendant committed a breach of public 
duty—a tort. If such breach were mere inadvertence or negligence, or 
was caused by an unforeseen number of passengers presenting themselves 
which rendered it unsafe to take a greater number aboard, and the com- 
pany could not by reasonable diligence have increased the number of 
cars, then the plaintiff would be held to recover only the bare 
compensatory damages laid down. If, however, the defendant, (419) 
having advertised for passengers for that train, by reasonable 
diligence could have ascertained that the number of cars was insufficient, _ 
and made no effort to supply the deficiency, but regardless of its duties 
and of the rights of those whom it had invited to leave their ordinary 
avocations and present themselves at its regular station for passage, ran 
its train by the station without stopping, or if there was room in the cars 
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for fifty or sixty persons additional, and the train passed by the station 
without taking on at least as many as it had accommodations for, then 
the defendant did display a gross and willful disregard of the rights 
of the plaintiff, which entitled him to recover punitive damages. There 
was evidence to justify, if believed, the state of facts recited in plaintiff’s 
_ prayer for instruction, and it was error to refuse to grant it. Should | 
- an excessive verdict have been found by the jury, the discretion rested 
with the trial judge to correct it; but it would be a denial of justice to 
permit a common carrier to exhibit such arbitrary and willful neglect 
of the duties it has assumed and such disregard of the rights of others. 
Yet such is the effect if, without adequate excuse, 1t should be allowed 
so to act, with no other penalty than refunding the price of the ticket 
and the price paid for another conveyance, since the latter would be 
. demanded in very few cases and only when the destination is at a short 
distance. The effect of such ruling would be to license the common 
carrier to furnish cars or not, and to stop at its regular stations or not, 
at its arbitrary pleasure and not as a duty required by law. The refund- 
ing of the price of the ticket would amount in most cases to nothing, as 
the passengers would usually buy a ticket by the next train. Yet the 
inconvenience, annoyance and injustice to the traveling public by such 
detentions would be great, and difficult to estimate. 
A case exactly in point is Heirn v. McCaughan, 32 Miss., 1, 
(420) where it is held that exemplary damages were recoverable against 
a common carrier (there, a steamboat company) in an action of 
tort for violation of duty in willfully refusing to land its vessel and 
receive the plaintifi as a passenger according to its advertisement. In 
R. R. v. Hurst, 36 Miss., 660, which was a case somewhat similar, where 
the train ran by the regular station without stopping to put off (instead 
of to receive), a passenger, the Court affirmed the case last cited, and said 
it is “the right of the jury in such cases to protect the public by punitive 
damages against the negligence, folly, or wickedness which might other- 
wise convert these great public blessings into the most dangerous nui- 
sances.” : | 

It is the duty of a common carrier, especially where it has a monopoly, 
to provide sufficient cars for the transportation of all passengers, as well 
as for the carriage of all freight which its invitation naturally brings 
to it, as was held in Branch v. R. R., 77 N. C., 847. Indeed, the identi- 
cal facts of the present case are cited by Judge Rodman as a hypothetical 
illustration in that opinion (p. 351). 

No regard for its own profit or convenience will justify the corpora- 
tion in having only sufficient cars for the ordinary amount of freight 
and travel, leaving the public to bear the inconvenience and loss, when 
on unusual occasions the volume of business may swell beyond the aver- 
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age. Common carriers could not be held liable for an unforeseen and 
extraordinary rush of business not within reasonable calculation, but 
when the additional volume of travel or freight is such as with reason- 
able foresight could be expected, it is the duty of the company to have 
extra cars furnished. With the modern facilities of telegraph and tele- 
phone, the occasion of an unusual number of passengers or quantity of 
freight can be promptly notified and provided for. If this is not done, 
it is gross and willful negligence, and the company should not be 
allowed to find its profit in a willful and reckless disregard of (421) 
the rights of the public and of its own duties. 

It may be that, on the whole testimony, the defendant could show suf- 
ficient matter of excuse, but the plaintiff was entitled to have the phase 
of the evidence set out in his prayer for instruction presented to the 
jury. Taking that evidence to be true, nothing else appearing, he was 
entitled to recover punitive damages. | 

Per Curiam. : Error. 

DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. ; 


When the complaint and answer were read, the defendant demurred 
ore tenus, and moved for judgment because the complaint did not state 
facts sufficient for a cause of action, in that no amount was alleged to 
have been paid for a ticket, no amount claimed for transportation to 
destination, and no special damages claimed, and that no exemplary 
damages could be recovered for breach of contract. 

Motion overruled. Defendant excepted. 

The defendant gave notice of a motion to dismiss for want of jurisdic-_ 
tion, which was reserved till after the evidence was in. 

Upon the close of the evidence the defendant renewed its motion to 
dismiss for want of jurisdiction: 

1. Because the complaint does not mention any amount of money 
demanded, or other damages which plaintiff is entitled to recover in this 
form of action, in that it does not specify any amount paid for a ticket; 
that it does not claim any amount for a substituted conveyance; that it 
does not allege any special damages. 

2. That the complaint, as explained by plaintiff’s evidence, shows on 
its face that the Superior Court has no jurisdiction of this action. 

Motion denied. Defendant excepted, and appealed from the 
judgment. (422) 


Crarx, J. The ruling of the court below was correct in both particu- 
lars. The defendant’s demurrer and motion to dismiss were based upon 
the mistaken idea that the action was necessarily for breach of contract. 
Tt is true that the plaintiff might have elected to have sued in contract, 
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and if so, he should set out the price paid for his ticket, and the measure 
of his recovery would have been the price paid for the same, the cost of 
procuring another mode of conveyance to his destination, and such other 
special damages, if alleged, as were the direct and necessary consequences 
of the breach of contract. 

But it is also equally true that the plaintiff could have sued in tort 
(Bishop Noncontract Law, secs. 73, 74; Thompson on Carriers, 544; 
-Redfield'on Carriers, sec. 414), and it is clear that such was his intention 
here, The gravamen of his complaint is that he “went to the passenger 
depot just before the time published by the defendant for the arrival 
and departure of its regular passenger train, which is due and passes 
said depot about 5 o’clock every morning, and remained upon or near 
said platform until said train did arrive, which occurred about 6 o’clock 
a.m.; that when said train did arrive it made no stop at Haw River 
station at all, but ran by said station with great speed, not allowing any 
passengers to get upon it, and leaving the plaintiff standing and remain- 
ing at said depot, to his great disappointment, annoyance, and damage 
in the sum of $500, and hence he brings this suit.” 

When a passenger, while traveling on the cars, 1s injured by négligence 
of the carrier, he can sue either for the breach of contract of safe car- 
riage or in tort for the negligence. Craker v. R. R., 36 Wis., 637, and the 

cases cited. And in a case where the passenger was carried past 
(423) his destination, it was held that the action would be deemed 
founded in tort, unless it plainly appeared that the breach of 
contract was the gravamen of the complaint; that “the action will be 
regarded in tort or contract, having regard to the character of the 
remedy the facts indicate, aad the most complete and ample redress 
which, upon the facts stated, the law can afford,” and that the allegation 
of “the contract of carriage 1s a mere inducement to the action to show 
that the defendant was lawfully there,” but that the point of grievance 
is the wrong done the plaintiff and the violation of public duty by the 
common carrier. R. R. v. Hurst, 34 Miss., 661. A case exactly 3 in point, 
however, 1s Heirn v. M cCaughan, 32 Miss. .. 1, in which it is held: “An 
action against a common carrier for a failure to stop at a regular station 
and take on board a passenger, according to advertised schedule, is 
founded in fort, and not on a special contract, it being for a violation of 
a general duty to the public.” 

Even had the plaintifi alleged the price ae for the ticket (which 
was not necessary in the action for tort), it would not have been conclu- 
sive that the action was in contract; for the facts alleged in the com- 

plaint, taken as a whole, show that the plaintiff was not seeking to 
recover in contract for the pittance paid for his ticket, but for the wrong 
done him by the breach of public duty and the willful disregard of his 
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rights by the defendant in not allowing him to get on the train at its 
regular depot, but “running its train by without stopping, and leaving 
him standing and remaining at said depot, to his great disappointment, 
annoyance, and damage in the sum of $500.” 

It is clear that whatever merits the evidence might indicate, as a mat- 
ter of pleading, the plaintiff’s action was in tort; that the Superior 
Court had jurisdiction, and that the complaint did not fail to state a 
cause of action, in that (as defendant demurred) the price of the ticket, 
special damages and other matter which would have been proper 
in an action ex contractu were not alleged. Indeed, the whole (424) 
subject has been so recently considered in Bowers v. R. B., 107 
N. C., 721, that we might have contented ourselves with a bare reference 
to that case in: which Merrimon, C. J., says: “Obviously, these words 
were intended to allege more than a simple breach of the contract—a 
tort—a tortious injury. Granting that more appropriate terms for such 
purpose might have been employed, still the Court can see the purpose 
informally expressed, and, as 1t can, the pleading should be upheld and 
the jurisdiction sustained.” 

Under the former system of practice, the pleadings were construed 
most strongly against the pleader, but now the statute (The Code, sec. 
269) requires them to be “liberally construed, with a view to substantial 
justice between the parties.” 

The case of Hannah v. R. R., 87 N. C., 351, relied upon ibe the defend- 
ant’s counsel, is really, it seems to us, an authority against him. There 
the plaintiff alleged that he had been’ wrongfully put off the cars after 
having bought and paid for his ticket. The Court held that it was an 
action for tort, but that, the plaintiff having died before judgment, the — 
action abated as to the punitory damages for the technical assault (The 
Code, sec. 1491 [2]), and that, treating it as an action ex contractu to 
recover the price of the ticket, the amount stated was within the juris- 
diction of a magistrate. The demurrer to the jurisdiction, and for fail- 
ure to state a cause of action in the present case, 1s based entirely upon 
the alleged insufficiency of the complaint, treating this as an action on 
contract. The measure of damages, treating it as an action in tort, 1s 
considered in the plaintiff’s ave 

nee Curiam. . No error. 


Cited: Hood v. Sudderth, 111 N. C., 222; Brooks v. R. R., 115 N. C., 
625; Hansley v. R. R., rb., 614, 618; 8. ¢., 117 N. C., 568, 572; Solomon 
v. Bates, 118 N. C., 315; Cable v. R. R., 122 N. C., 900; Thomas v. 
RB. RB.,ib., 1006; Richardson v. R. R., 126 N. C., 102; Carter v. R. R., tb., 
449; Smith v. R. R., 180 N.C., 312; Story v. RB. #., 1383 N. C., 62; Wal- 
son v. Brown, 184 N. C., 407; Coleman v. R. f., 188 N. C., 354; Hutch- | 


301 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
BEATTIE v. R. R. 


inson v. R. R., 140 N. C., 127; Wilson v. R. &., 142 N. C., 840; Black- 
more v. Winders, 144 N. C., 216; Williams v. RB. B., vb., 503; Whate v. 
Eley, 145 N. C., 37; Stewart v. Lumber Co., 146 N. C., 69; Peanut Co. v. 
AR. R., 155 N. C., 153, 157; Bank v. Dufiy, 156 N. C., "87; Brown v. 
R. R., as C., 696, 


SS - 


(425) 
J. T. BEATTIE v. THE CAROLINA CENTRAL RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Condemnation of Land—Eminent Domain—C ontract—Deed—Ease- 
| ment—A bandonment—Statute—Hvidence. 


In 1885 C and others executed to the Wilmington, Weldon and Charlotte 
Railroad Company an instrument, not under seal, stipulating that the 
makers “do hereby relinquish to the said company the right of way for 
said road through all and every piece of land owned by us severally in the 

county of Cleveland, and we do this in consideration of the prospective 
advantage which may accrue to us, arising from the road’s location’ 

through our county.” Prior to 1860 the company surveyed the line of its 
road through C’s lands and began the construction, but in that year sus- 
pended all work, which was not resumed until 1885 by the Carolina 
Central Railroad Company, the successor of the original corporation. 
While the work was thus suspended, © sold and conveyed to the plaintiff, 
who entered, and for seventeen years used and cultivated the portion of 
the lands claimed by the railroad in the usual course of agriculture: 
Held— 


1. The instrument, because of the absence of a seal and lack of apt legal 
terms, was not a deed effectual to convey an interest in land. 


2. It did not convey an easement, but, at most, only constituted an executory 
contract to convey an easement whenever the road should be located on 
and completed through the lands, provided that result was produced 
within a reasonable time. < 


3. While the mere nonuser of an easement may not defeat or impair the 
claim of a railroad company to a right of way for an unfinished line, yet, 
when such nonuser is accompanied by such acts of dominion for ‘a long 
period by the owner of the servient lands as are inconsistent with the 
nature of the easement, and as indicate an intention to abandon it, the 
easement will be lost and the owner of the fee will regain the title. 


4. A title to a right of way can only be acquired (1) by condemnation and 
compensation in the manner provided by law; (2) by formal deed of 
conveyance from the owner; (38) by the performance of some act or pay- 
ment of some consideration by virtue of an executory agreement enforce- 
able in a Court of Equity between the owner and the corporation; (4) 

_.by completing a road over lands, and thereby exposing the corporation to 
liability for compensation, when such right and liability are provided by 


statute. 
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5. The conduct of the company in relation to the right of way had been such 
as to justify the belief on the part of the plaintiff, when he bought in- 
1869, that the purpose of completing the road had been abandoned. 


6. As the plaintiff had no notice of the contract signed by ©, his bargainor, 
the fact that grading had been done on the land did not preclude the 
plaintiff from claiming damage when the grading should be completed. 


7. If C had not aliened the land, and had brought the action himself, the 
courts would not, in the exercise of their discretionary power, enforce the 
agreement by requiring C to perform his contract made upon the implied 
stipulation that the road would be completed within a reasonable time by 
the company or its assignees. 


8. As the defendant is deemed to have abandoned its claim under the con- 
tract, it is not necessary to determine how long an adverse occupancy by 
the plaintiff was necessary to divest the equitable right to the easement. 


Procerpine for condemnation of right of way, tried at Septem- (426) 
ber Term, 1890, of Crnvetann, Connor, J. 

The facts agreed were as follows: 

1. That on 27 October, 1855, and for some time previous thereto, the 
land described in the complaint was owned and possessed by William H. 
Cabiniss, under whom plaintiff claims title, having purchased in 1869, 
and that plaintiff is now the real owner of said land. | 

2. That on said 27 October, 1855, the said William H. Cabiniss, einig 
then the owner of said land, exeoutad and delivered to the Wilmington, 
Charlotte & Rutherford Railroad Company, under whom defendant 
claims title, as hereinafter stated, a paper-writing, of which the follow- 
ing 1s a copy, to wit: 


Stare or Norta Carorina—Cleveland County. 

This indenture witnesseth, That we, whose names are hereunto sub- 
scribed, do hereby relinquish to the Wilmington, Charlotte & Ruther- 
ford Railroad Company the right of way for said road through 
all and every piece or parcel of land respectively owned by us, (427) 
severally, in the county of Cleveland, and we do this in considera- 
tion of the prospective advantage which may accrue to us, arising from 
the road’s location through our county. 

Witness our names, 27 October, 1855. Wm. H. Casrniss. 


3. That this paper-writing had reference to the land described in the 
complaint, and that it was duly proven, probated and registered, as 
required by the statute, 28 June, 1886. 

4, That said Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford Baviconi Company 
thereupon proceeded to locate, and did locate, their road over said land 
as hereinafter described; and upon said land a deep cut was excavated 
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and a long embankment erected, about the year 1856 to 1860, and that 
in 1885, when defendant completed its road, as hereinafter stated, the 
said cut and embankment were still distinct, though on the latter had 
grown up some pine trees in part, and other part of it was cultivated 
and had been since 1869. 

5. That the other facts in this-case are exactly as stated in the facts 
agreed upon in writing by the undersigned attorneys in the case (C. Hen- 
drick v. C. C. Railroad Co.) now pending in this Court, and we hereby 
adopt said facts as filed in said case as the facts in this, in addition to 
those above stated, with the following exceptions, to wit: 

(1) That paragraph No. I thereof be stricken out. 

(2) That the portion in reference to the Forbis heirs being minors 
and nonresidents be stricken out. 

(3) That the plaintifi’s name be cubstieuted in place of “C. Hen- 
drick” wherever the latter occurs. 

Upon these facts the following order was made by Judge Clark: 

“Upon the foregoing facts agreed, the same being presented to 

(428) the presiding judge, and a jury trial being waived, it is adjudged 

that the petitioner is entitled to the relief demanded in his 
petition. 

“And it is further ordered that E. D. Dicken: D. 8, Lovelace, and 
S. G. Brice be, and they are hereby, appointed commissioners to value 
the right of way over the land described in the complaint of petitioner 
and as therein described. They shall proceed according to the directions 
of respondent’s charter, first giving to the parties twenty days notice of 
the time and place of making said valuation, and shall report their pro- 
ceedings hereunder, under their hands and seals of this court. Excep- 
tion by defendant.’ 

On the coming in of the report, the following judgment was entered: 
“This cause coming on for final hearing upon report of the commis- 
sioners to assess damages to the plaintiff for the causes stated in the 
complaint, and said commissioners having made due report thereof, in 
which they assess plaintiff’s damages at $285, and there being no excep- 
tions filed to said report: It is now, on motion of McBrayer & Ryburn, 
attorneys for plaintiff, ordered, considered and adjudged that said report 
be and the same is hereby in all things confirmed, and that the plaintiff 
have and recover of the defendant said sum of $285, with interest thereon 
from 5 August, 1889 (the term to which said report was returned), till 
paid, and the costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk.” 

The defendant appealed, ee in part upon the excepuion previously 
entered to the ruling of Judge Clark. 
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Rh. McBrayer for plaintiff. 
J.B. Batchelor, John Devereux, Jr., and T. H. Cobb for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: In Hendrick v. BR. R., 101 (429) 
N. C., 617, it was clearly settled that the bargainee of an original 
inidowter upon whose land the Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford 
Railroad Company had located its line and done a portion of the grading, 
without laying the superstructure, before the year 1860, was not barred 
of recovery in a proceeding instituted within two years ther the comple- 
tion of the line over his land by the defendant company, which purchased 
the franchise of the original company making the location and succeeded 
to its liability. under its charter to pay such damage as might be assessed 
in a proper proceeding commenced by the owner within two years after 
the road should be finished over his land. 

While it is admitted that the action was begun wii two years after 
the portion of the road located on plaintiff’s land was completed, the 
defendant insists that the plaintiff is estopped from claiming damages 
for said right, because his title was acquired, in 1869, through and under 
one William H. Cabiniss, who, being then the owner, was one of the per- 
sons who executed, on 27 October, 1855, the following paper: 


- Stare or Nort Carorina—Cleveland County. 

This indenture witnesseth, That we, whose names are hereunto sub- 
scribed, do hereby relinquish to the Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford 
Railroad Company the right of way for said road through all and every 
_ piece or parcel of land respectively owned by us, severally, in the county 

of Cleveland, and we do this in consideration of the prospective advan- 
tage which may accrue to us, arising from the road’s location through 
our county. Wm. H. Casrniss. 

Witness our names, 27 October, 1855. 


ihe Carsley Central Railroad Company succeeded to the (430) 
rights of the Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford Railroad Com- | 
pany in the year 1878, and was organized after a foreclosure sale in 
1880, the facts being fully recited in Hendrick v. R. R., supra. Between 
1856 and 1860 the original company surveyed its line of road through 
the land of the plaintiff, then owned by said Cabiniss, and, after exca- 
vating a deep cut and making a fill on the premises, suspended work. 
Neither the Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford Railroad Company nor 
the defendant company assumed any control of the right of way on 
plaintiff’s land, nor caused any grading or other work of construction to 
be done on said land or on any part of their line between Shelby and 
Rutherfordtom from 1860 till 1885, when the work was resumed and the 
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grading finished, so that the trains ran from Shelby to Rutherfordton 
over plaintifi’s land the next year. During this suspension of operations 
for twenty-five years Cabiniss sold to the plaintiff, who had been plowing 
over and cultivating a portion of the land on which the location was 
made, for about seventeen years, when the defendant entered upon his 
premises and began the work of construction afresh. 

Passing over the question whether the description in the contract 
offered as evidence of title by the defendant was too vague to be enforced 
after it was executed, or admitting, for the sake of argument, that it was 
sufficiently definite because its location could be made certain by a survey, 
which was contemplated by the parties in entering into the agreement, 
we must still bear in mind the fact that the paper-writing is not a deed, 
because it is not sealed and wants apt legal words to make it an effectual 
conveyance of an interest in land. At the time of its execution it could 
have been construed in the most favorable view for the company only as 
an executory contract to convey the right of way whenever the road 

| should be located and finished over the land of Cabiniss. 5 A. 
(481) & E., 441 (17,3), and note 3; Avent v. Arrington, 105 N. C., 
B77. 

The only consideration moving Cabiniss was the benefit to be derived 
from finishing and operating the line of railroad over his land. Under 
this agreement, entered into 27 October, 1855, the contracting corpora- 
tion marked out a proposed line across his land in the year 1856, and 
during the four years immediately following made the excavation hereto- 
fore mentioned. The work of construction then ceased for twenty-five 
years, during which period there was no obligation on the part of the 
Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford Railroad Company to finish its line 
from Shelby to Rutherfordton, Neither Cabiniss nor his grantee, 
Beattie, could compel that company or its successor, the defendant, to 
complete the road over the land and impart to 1t thereby the enhanced 
value which was supposed would be consequent upon its completion, The 
owners of the land would have been helpless if, during that long period 
of time, the line had been diverted north or south of that surveyed and 
partially graded, or if Shelby had become the settled western terminus. 
If Cabiniss and his alienee held 100 feet, extending through the land, 
subject to the right of the corporation to treat them as tenants at suffer- 
ance at the option of its managers for seventeen years, when would that 
relation cease by nonuser on the part of the company and adverse occu- 
pation by the servient owner? It was contended for the defendant on 
the argument that the facts in this case brought it within the principle 
decided in R. R. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., 746, and, therefore, that upon 
the execution of the paper-writing by Cabiniss, or certainly after fixing 
the location by survey and partial completion of the grading on his land, 
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the contracting company, and subsequently its successor, acquired an 
easement of infinite duration, and a right in the land that could not be 
barred by adverse possession. We cannot concede the correctness of 
this view as an interpretation of The Code, or an inference or 
deduction from the authority relied upon (R. BR. v. McCaskill, (482) 
supra). | 

_ It is provided in section 150 of The Code that “No railroad, plank- 
road, turnpike, or canal company shall be barred of or presumed to have 
conveyed any real estate, right of way, easement, leasehold, or other 
interest in the soil which may have been condemned or otherwise obtained 
for its use as a right of way, depot, station-house, or place of landing, by 
any statute of limitation or by occupation of the same by any person 
whatsoever.” The plaintiffs land. has never been condemned, and, 
therefore, unless the defendant company had obtained the easement 
otherwise before he began to cultivate the right of way, he will not, by 
reason of this section, be deprived of whatever benefit might, in other 
cases, have accrued to him from his adverse possession. The word 
“obtained” must have been used in the sense of “secured” or “acquired.” 
Lhe consideration of the contract was, by its express terms, the pros- 
pective advantage which might accrue to the signers, arising from the 
location through their county. No benefit could be deprived by the 
owner from the mere act of surveying the line across his premises and 
indicating 1t by stakes, nor even from making excavations or fills, so 
long as the corporations failed, as they did, for thirty-one years, to com- 
plete and equip the road so as to furnish him the means of shipping the 
products of the soil and of ready communication with, and access to, 
the commercial centers of the country. The location, in the restricted 
sense of surveying and adopting the line in which engineers use it in 
this country, would not of itself have been attended with the slightest 
advantage to the owner. The defendant and its predecessor failed for 
over thirty years to finish, and for twenty-five years to work upon or 
assert any dominion over the right of way; and yet, when it at last 
reached the conclusion that the work should be completed, insisted 

that the courts should so construe section 150 of The Code as to (433) 
treat the plaintiff as its tenant at sufferance of the tract and a 

strip of 100 feet on either side of it which he had been cultivating con- 
tinuously for sixteen years. Neither the defendant, nor those under 
whom it claims, had any title to the easement. Upon the completion of 
the road over plaintiff’s land within a reasonable time, the corporation 
might have relied upon the equitable right arising out of the agreement, 
either in a suit to compel the plaintiff or Cabiniss to convey the ease- 
ment or as a defense 1n a proceeding instituted by either of them to have 
the right of way formally condemned and the damages assessed. But 
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the corporation had not obtained the easement and had not given the 
promised guid pro quo for it; and, while its managers were considering 
the question whether they could or would ever give the plaintiff the 
contemplated advantages of a completed railroad, the plaintiff was plow- 
ing over and raising crops upon the very land marked out for the loca- 
tion of the track—an assertion of dominion over it that was utterly 
inconsistent with the active exercise of the defendant’s right to the ease- 
ment, by which alone it could perfect its title to it. If the easement had 
not been acquired by condemnation, or otherwise obtained, then the 
statute (The Code, sec. 150) has no application, and we may leave its 
provisions out of view in determining the question whether the conduct 
of the parties was such that the defendant would be deemed to have 
abandoned or allowed to become extinguished any right growing out of 
the execution of the agreement by Cabiniss. In other States, where cor- 
porations are not protected by such a statute, and in England, it seems 
to be settled that while mere nonuser may not defeat or impair the rights 
-of a railroad corporation in a located and unfinished or unoccupied line, 
the owner of the fee may regain the title (unencumbered by the claim 

to an easement therein) to the whole or any part of a location 
(434) by adverse occupancy for the requisite statutory period, where 

the conduct of the company has been such as to indicate its inten- 
tion to abandon the use of the line; and this rule has prevailed even 
where the right of way has been condemned and in some instances paid 
for. 2 Woods R. L., sec. 240; Norton v. R. R., L. R., 18 ch., Div. 268. 
The failure to complete a road, and permitting the owners to. use the 
land upon which its line is located for the prescribed statutory period, 
and for purposes inconsistent with its occupation and use as a railroad, 
is evidence of an intention to surrender the easement, and has been held 
to be an abandonment of it, because.such conduct 1s calculated to induce 
the belief that the corporation does not purpose to again assert its rights. 
Mills on Em. Dom., sec. 57; Hooker v. Turnpike Co., 12 Wend., 371; 
Proprietors v. R. R., 104 Mass., 1; Benedict v. Heineberg, 43 Vt., 231; 
Angell Watercourses, 252, 2590; J ennison v. Walker, 11 Gr ay, 423 ; 
Taylor v. Hampton, 2 McCord (S. C.), 96. 

The use of the land by plowing up and cultivating the very portion of 
the 200 feet of right of way marked out for the track was utterly incon- 
sistent with its actual occupation as the roadbed of the defendant com- 
pany. Crain v. Fox, 16 Barb., 187; Pope v. Devereux, 5 Gray, 409. He 
was planting yearly crops that the defendant must of necessity destroy | 
if it should determine to complete its line to Rutherfordton. His claim 
that the right to the servitude has been abandoned and lost, is founded 
not simply upon nonuser on the part of the defendant, but upon the 
claim that this adverse occupation and use of the land on his own part | 
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is irreconcilable with the acknowledgment of the right to the easement 
in the corporations, and that therefore he is entitled to the benefit of the 
bar of any statute that may apply. Angell, supra, secs. 244, 246, 252; 
Bonnon v. Angier, 2 Allen, 129. The fact that the plaintiff bought in 
the year 1869, when there had been a cessation of the work of 
construction for nine years, according to many authorities, made (435) 
it incumbent on the corporation claiming the easement to show an 
intention to resume control of the right of way within a reasonable time. 
Corning v. Gould, 16 Wend., 5381; Taylor v. Hampton, supra; Bank v. 
Nichols, 64 N. Y., 65. Where rights of way are actually condemned, 
Lewis (in his work on Em. Dom., sec. 656) says: “The weight of 
authority undoubtedly is that in the absence of statutory provisions on 
the question, the effect of proceedings for condemnation is simply to fix 
the price at which the party condemning can take the property sought, 
and that even after confirmation or judgment, the purpose of taking the 
property may be abandoned without incurring any liability to pay the 
damages awarded.” The author states that the doctrine laid down by 
him is sustained in all of the appellate courts of the States where the 
question has arisen, except those of New York and Nebraska. Ib., 
p. 844; Chicago v. Bien. 80 Ill, 482. An executory agreement to con- 
vey, founded upon the consideration of completing a road over the land, 
places the parties in relations in some respects similar to those which ° 
ordinarily exist after condemnation proceedings, and before a corpora- 
tion has elected to use the easement and has paid for it or incurred a 
liability to make compensation for it. Where there is neither a convey- 
ance of the easement nor an executory contract in reference to conveying 
it, the corporation does not acquire a perfect title until it either satisfies 
the judgment for damages for a condemned right of way across a tract 
of land, or finishes its road over it, or in some way incurs such liability 
to pay the resulting damages when assessed. Lewis, supra, sec. 306. 
, Cabiniss agreed, in effect, that the Wilmington, Charlotte & Rutherford 
Railroad Company should have the right to the easement whenever it 
should give him the advantages and benefit arising from finishing its 
line over his land. Our ease falls within the rule, which seems to be 
settled by authority, that perfect title to a right of way can be 
acquired only— (436) 

1. By a formal deed of conveyance from the owner; 

2. By condemnation and the actual payment of just compensation 
ascertained in the mode appointed by law; 

3. By the performance of an act, or payment of a sum, or by furnish- 
ing any consideration agreed upon in some executory conte act, which a 
Court of Equity will enforce, between the owner and the corporation; or, 
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4. Where the general law or charter sanctions such a course, by com- 
pleting the road over his land, and thereby incurring the liability to 
pay damages whenever assessed on petition and adjudged to be due. 
Beasley v. M. L. W. Co., 18 Cal., 306; Lewis, supra, pp. 404, 405, secs. 
306 and 656; O’Neal v. Freeholders, 41 N. J., 172; RA. RB. v. Titers, 
68 Ill., 144. ‘ | 

The charter (Laws 1854-55, ch. 225, sec. 28) provides “That in the 
absence of any contract or contracts in relation to the land through 
which said road or any of its branches may pass, signed by the owner 
thereof or his agent, or any claimant or person in possession thereof, 
which may be confirmed by the owner thereof, it shall be presumed that 
the land over which said road or any of its branches may be constructed, 
together with a space of one hundred feet on each side of the center of said 
road, had been granted to said company by the owner or owners thereof, 
and the said company shall have good right and title and shall have, 
hold and enjoy the same so long as the same shall be used for the pur- 
poses of said road, and no longer, unless the person or persons owning the 
land at the time that part of the road which may be on said land was 
finished, or those claiming under him, her or them, shall apply for an 
assessment of the value of said lands as hereinbefore directed within 
two years next after that part of said road which may be on the said 
land was finished,” ete. 

It appears, therefore, that where there is a contract, the 

(487) charter leaves it to be interpreted as any other agreement between 
the parties would be, according to its terms. How, then, would 

an agreement on the part of one person that he relinquished the right 
to a private way over his land to an adjacent landowner for the con- 
sideration of getting a good outlet for himself to a neighboring town be 
construed if the party proposing to construct the road should grade a 
portion of it within five years and then desist for twenty-five years, and 
until a grantee of his neighbor had plowed over the proposed line of 
road and cultivated the land for sixteen years? If, in such case, the 
person seeking to get the outlet would be deemed to have abandoned his 
right under the original contract and driven to the necessity of pur- 
suing the plan pointed out by statute for the condemnation of cart- 
ways, then we think that in this case, as between the plaintiff and the 
defendant company, their relations and rights would be the same as if 
no paper had been signed by Cabiniss in 1855. When the plaintiff 
bought the land in 1869, the corporation had desisted from the work of 
construction for nine years before, and during the five years that had then 
elapsed after the close of the war, had asserted no claim to the right of 
way, and had taken no steps looking to the completion of its road over 
it. Its conduct had been such as to induce the reasonable belief in his 


310 © 


N. 0.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
BEATTIE v. R. R. 


raind that their claim had been extinguished, and that he would take the 
land discharged from any right to subject it to the servitude without 
compensation by the subsequent completion of the road over it. The 
predecessor of the defendant had allowed an unreasonable time to elapse 
without evincing any intention to resume control of the right of way, and 
after the plaintiff paid his money for land apparently subject to no such 
right, it would be inequitable to allow the defendant to appropriate his 
land without compensation. Hooker v. Turnpike Co., 12 Wend., 371. 
Even if mere nonuser would not, as between the original par- 

ties to the contract, have extinguished the right (which is not (488) 
admitted) the rule is different where the land is sold to a pur- 
chaser for value who is misled by the conduct of the corporation. 
Corning v. Gould, supra. It appears as a fact agreed that the contract 
signed by Cabiniss was not registered until 28 June, 1886, while it does 
not appear that the plaintiff had actual notice that any agreement had 
been entered into between the Wilmington, Charlotte and Rutherford 
Railroad Company and Cabiniss when he purchased. The deserted ex- 
cavation was not in the actual possession of the corporation. The plain- 
tiff, seeing the unfinished grading done upon the land, might naturally 
infer, in the absence of any record of condemnation proceedings or regis- 
tration of a conveyance (if such registration would have been, noticed) 
, that Cabiniss was awaiting the completion of the road over the land to 
institute proceedings for damages, and that the right to exact compensa- 
tion, 1f the work should be resumed, passed with the title to the land to 
him. Hendrick v. R. R., supra. Being misled by the long delay of 
sald corporation, and having no actual notice of the equitable interest 
claimed by it, we think that the plaintiff took the title free from any 
right growing out of said contract to subject it to the servitude without 
compensation other than the benefit arising from completing the road. 
Francis v. Love, 56 N. C., 321. 

As we have already stated that the defendant could not, at best, claim 
that he held a deed of conveyance for the right of way, but only the 
equitable right to demand a conveyance upon the completion of the road 
over the plaintifi’s land. He might, in order to determine his rights, 
have taken the initiative when the portion of the road on plaintiff’s land 
was finished, and have brought an action to compel the plaintiff to convey 
the easement or he might have taken the chances of acquiring the ease- 
ment, by the laches of the plaintiff if the latter failed to file his 
petition within two years, and when the latter instituted pro- (439) 
ceedings have set up the contract as a defense, as he has done. 

But, in either event, whether the corporation is the actor or not, its 
claim is equivalent to a prayer for the specific performance of the con- 
tract. It is well settled that delay on the part of a vendee or proposed 
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purchaser, accompanied by acts apparently inconsistent with the pur- 
pose of performing the contract will, if not waived by the vendor, de- 
- prive the former of the right to demand a specific performance of the 
contract. Francis v. Love, 56 N. C., 321; Love v. Welch, 97 N. C., 200; 
Holden v. Purefoy, ante, 163; Mizell v. Burnett, 49 N. C., 249. 

In Crain yv. Fox, 15 Bush (N. Y.), 187, it was held that plowing over 
a right of way was an act inconsistent with. the claim to the easement, 
and in Oorning v. Gould, supra, that the erection of a fence across it 
constituted an adverse holding. See also Pope v. Devereux, 5 Gray, 409. 
8 Kent Com., 552, says: “If the act which prevents the servitude be 
incompatible with the nature or exercise of it, and be by the party to 
whom the servitude is done it is sufficient to extinguish it, and when it 
18 extinguished for a moment it is gone forever.” The same Bee 
is laid down in numerous cases. Canny v. Andrews, 123 Mass., 155. In 
Hendrick v. R. R., supra, it was held that nonuser for ten years was an 
abandonment by a river company of its right of way. Horner v. Still- 
well, 85 N. J., 8307; Voight v. R. B., 19 N. J., 148; Mulls, supra, sec. 57. 
We have not overlooked the fact that the statute of limitations was not 
running from May, 1861, till 1 January, 1871. But we forbear to pass 
up the effect of the adverse possession as a bar to the assertion of de 
fendant’s claim under the contract, or to point out a particular statute 
as applicable, and rest our decision upon other ground— 

1. The conduct of the company, through which defendant claims, had 
been such as reasonably to lead the plaintiff to believe, when he bought 
in 1869, that it had abandoned the purpose of sormplering the road. 

2. The plaintiff bought without actual notice of the contract 

(440) with Cabiniss, and the fact that grading had been done on the 
land did not preclude the idea that the damages might be assessed 

if it should be completed under the charter. 

3. If Cabiniss were substituted as plaintiff in place of Beattie, or if 
it appeared that the latter had actual notice of the contract, we think 
the courts should not, in the wise and just exercise of their discretionary 
power, enforce the agreement with Cabiniss for the benefit of the de- 
fendant, after so long a delay on the part of the latter, and those through 
whom it claims, in performing its imphed stipulation to finish the road 
within a reasonable time, and when their conduct was calculated to lead 
the owner to believe that the claim of an equitable right in his land, 
under the contract, had been abandoned. There is no error, and the 
judgment must be . 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Tunstall v. Cobb, 109 N. C., 326; Hanes v. R. R., ib., 493; 
Hodges v. Wilkinson, 111 N. C., 63; Hargrove v. Adcock, 1b., 169; 
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Dargan v. R. R., 1138 N. C., 599, 603; Hemphill v. Annis, 119 N. C., 
519; R. R. v. Olive, 142 N. C., 269; May v. R. R., 151 N. C., 389; 
R. R.v. Bunting, 168 N.C., 580. 


J. A. WORTHY v. JAMES BRADY ET At. | 


PeEtTtItTion to rehear. 


J. W. Hinsdale for plaintiff. 
No counsel for defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J. This is an application to rehear the case of Worthy 
v. Brady, 91 N. C., 265. We have reéxamined the grounds of the 
decision in that case; particularly in the respect complained of, with 
care and scrutiny, and are satisfied that the instructions in question 
given to the jury were substantially correct, and for the reasons clearly 
stated by the late ae J ustice Smith, the petition must, therefore, be 

Dismissed. 


Cited: Rodman v. Robinson, 1384 N. C., 506. 


a LL 


(441) 


‘ICN. GILLIS v. WILMINGTON, ONSLOW AND EAST CAROLINA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Evidence, Secondary—Lost Instrument—“Diligent Search” —A gency. 


1. Whether the loss of an instrument is sufficiently proved to admit secondary 
evidence of its contents is not a question for the jury, but is left to the . 
sound discretion of the court. 


2. If the finding of the trial court upon the question of the loss and diligent 
search for the instrument is general, the appellate court will assume that 
it acted upon plenary proof of those facts; but where the facts are set out 
the conclusion of the court below thereon may be reviewed. 


8. Where the proof of diligent search for the lost instrument is sufficient to 
satisfy a reasonable person, the decision of the trial judge to admit 
secondary evidence of its contents is not reviewable. 
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4, When secondary testimony is admitted it should be clear and convincing 
that the instrument once existed, and that its contents supported the alle- 
gations in aid of which it is invoked. 


5. Whether there has been diligent search for the alleged lost instrument 
depends very much upon the nature of the document—a more rigid rule 
prevailing in respect of records and deeds than letters and papers of less 
importance. | 


6. It is not within the scope of the authority of a chief engineer of a railway 
company to enter into contracts, on behalf of his employer with sub- 
ordinate agents or servants in respect to their wages. 


Action for damages for breach of contract, tried before MacRae, J., 
at November Term, 1890, of CumBrrLAnp. 

The single issue submitted, with the response thereto, was as follows: 

“Ts the defendant indebted to the plaintiff as alleged; if so, in what 
‘sum? Answer: The defendant is indebted $275.” 

Rule for new trial for errors alleged as to the admission of testimony 
and upon the following exceptions to the charge: 

The defendant excepted to his Honor’s charge— 
(442) 1. For that his Honor assumed in said charge that there was 
sufficient evidence of the search of the plaintiff for the alleged 
letters containing the alleged contract, and their loss, to justify the ad- 
mission of secondary evidence of contents, although the plaintiff said 
he himself had destroyed them, or might have destroyed them, and after- 
wards said “they may have been destroyed; I don’t know.” 

2. For that his Honor charged that “if the (secondary ) testimony 
satisfied the jury that Mr. Lamb was the chief engineer of the defendant 
and wrote to plaintiff and offered him $60 per month and board for one 
year for his work, and that plaintiff accepted this offer and went to 
work, the jury would be warranted in finding that there was a contract 
in writing as required by the statute,” thus assuming that because he 
was chief engineer he was “authorized thereto,’ and did not advert to 
the fact, sworn to by Lamb, that he had no authority to make such a 
contract as is required by statute, which was the only evidence as to his 
authority. 

3. For that his Honor charged the jury that “if the testimony satis- 
fied them that Mr. Lamb was chief engineer of the defendant and wrote 
to plaintiff and offered him $60 per: month and board for one year for 
his work, and that plaintiff accepted this offer and went to work, the 
jury would be warranted in finding that there was a contract in writing 
as required by the statute,” and did not charge the jury as requested, 
that they must be clearly satisfied by more than a preponderance of 
testimony that said Lamb did write to the plaintiff making said offer, 
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and that said offer was accepted by plaintiff and said correspondence was 

lost or destroyed—before they could find a verdict for plaintiff. 
Motion denied; judgment, from which defendant appealed. The other 

material facts are stated in the opinion. , 


T. H. Sutton for plaantiff. (443) 
A. M. Waddell for defendant. 


Avery, J. It is within the sound discretion of the court to determine 
what 1s sufficient evidence of the loss or destruction of an original paper 
to make testimony as to its contents competent, and this Court will 
assume, where nothing appears to the contrary, that the court below 
acted, in admitting secondary evidence to show the words or substance of 
the instrument, upon plenary proof that a sufficiently diligent but 
fruitless search was made, and that there was no testimony tending to 
show that it was fraudulently destroyed or withheld by the party pro- 
posing to prove its contents. Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 564; 1 Wharton . 
Ey., sec. 141; 1 Greenleaf Ev., sec. 558; 1. Taylor Ev., sec. 22. Mr. 
Greenleaf says: “The question whether the loss of the instrument is 
sufficiently proved to admit secondary evidence of its contents is to be 
determined by the court and not by the jury.” 

Taylor says: “In like manner, if the question be whether a document 
has been duly executed or stamped, or whether it comes from the right 
of custody, whether sufficient search has been made for it to admit 
secondary evidence of its contents, etc, . . . in all these, and the 
like cases, the preliminary question of admissibility must, in the first 
instance, be exclusively decided by the judge, however complicated the 
circumstances may be, and though it may be necessary to weigh the 
conflicting testimony of numerous witnesses in order to arrive at a just 
conclusion.” 

In Mauney v. Crowell, 84 N. C., 314, 1t was held that a general find- 
ing by the judge, without setting out the testimony, that no sufficient 
search had been made, would have been conclusive, thus recognizing the 
discretionary power of the court. 

But where the facts upon which the nisi prius calles acted are found, 
it is competent for this Court to review his ruling, and determine whether 
the testimony was sufficient 1n law to justify his conclusion. The 
degree of diligence that must be shown depends largely upon the (444) 
nature and circumstances of the case, and especially upon the 
character of the paper, as a useless document may be presumed to have 
been lost or destroyed, on proof of much less search and for a much 
shorter time than an important one. Best Ev., sec. 482; 1 Wharton Ev., 
sec. 140. As a rule, it is expected that deeds and records that are evi- 
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dence of title will be more carefully kept than letters or papers which 
may or may not become material as testimony tending to establish one’s 
rights. In Gathercole v. Miall, 15 M. & W., 335, Alderson, B., says: 
“The question whether there has been a loss and whether there has been 
sufficient search, must depend very much on the nature of the instru- 
ment searched for. If we were speaking of an envelope in which a 
letter had been received, and a person said, ‘I have searched for it among 
my papers; I cannot find it, surely that would be sufficient. So with 
respect to an old newspaper which had been at a public coffee-room; if 
the party who kept the public coffee-room had searched for it where he 
would naturally find it, that seems to me to be amply sufficient. If he 
- had said, ‘I know it was taken away by A. B.,’ then you ought to go to 
A. B. But,” he concluded, “it would be very unreasonable to require 
you to go to every member of the club.” 

“Where a reasonable person might be satisfied, from the testimony 
offered, that an effort had been made in good faith to find and produce a 
letter, the decision of the trial judge to admit proof of its contents is 
not reviewable in the appellate court. Best Ev., p. 451. “The object in 
offering the proof is to establish a reasonable presumption of the loss 
of the instrument, and this is a preliminary inquiry addressed to the 
discretion of the judge.” 1 Greenleaf Ev., sec. 558. 

The first exception is stated in the record as follows: 

“The plaintiff resumed and testified: “Richard Lamb said he 

(445) was chief engineer of defendant, and he was acting as such, and 

I got this letter from him. I got other letters from him before I 

went there. I have lost them. I have made search for them; have 

looked over my trunk. I had changed about so much till I could not 
find them. I reckon-I lost them.’ ” 

Plaintiff was cross-examined upon this point, aie testified: “I kept 
them in my trunk, and sometimes in my wife’s trunk. We would change 
them about, and sometimes when we got too many letters we would 
destroy them. -These letters may have been destroyed. I don’t know.” 

The defendant objected to plaintiff testifying as to the contents of the 
letters. The court, being of opinion that the witness had laid the founda- 
tion for the offer of secondary evidence by his testimony of the loss or 
destruction of the papers, permitted the plaintiff to testify as to their 
contents, and defendant excepted. 

We do not think, when it appears that the plaintiff usually kept his 
letters in his trunk and searched for them there without finding them, 
that the judge was in error in allowing him to testify as to the contents 
merely because he said that sometimes the letters were changed into his 
wife’s trunk, and it did not appear that it had also been examined, nor 
because the witness said, in his examination in chief, “I reckon I lost 
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them,” and on his cross-examination, “These letters may have been de- 
stroyed; I don’t know.” We think that his Honor was warranted in 
drawing the inference that the letter had been lost or destroyed, and in 
elther event its contents could be proven by parol. It is not essential 
that the testimony should have excluded the possibility that the letter 
was still in existence, as it was not necessary, in the case already cited, 
that every member of a club who had privilege of reading, or carrying 
off a newspaper should be offered to negative the possibility that he had 
it in his possession. In Mauney v. Crowell, supra, it was de- 
clared error to exclude a copy of an original contract to sell land (446) 
which had been shown to have been lost, because it did not appear 
that the registry of the county in which the law required it to be 
registered had been examined. 
_ In passing upon the evidence as to ne preliminary question, the judge 
is not required to find that there is clear and satisfactory proof that a 
paper has been lost or destroyed before admitting testimony to show its 
contents. In Fisher v. Carroll, 41 N. C., 488, Judge Pearson, speaking 
of a case where the execution and contents of an alleged lost note were 
denied, said: “In such a case, although equity would not refuse to con- 
sider the mere affidavit as sufficient to account for not producing the 
original note, the strictest and clearest proof of the execution and con- 
tents would be required.” See also Mobley v. Watts, 98 N. C., 284, and 
Clifton v. Fort, 98 N. C., 178. It is settled by a line of authorities that, 
although the loss of a deed or paper relied on to prove a contract may 
have been sufficiently shown to justify the judge in admitting secondary 
evidence, such testimony must amount to clear and convincing proof that 
the deed or paper embodying the contract once existed, and that its con- 
tents were such as to sustain the material allegations of the complaint or 
answer in support of which they are offered. Loftin v. Loftin, 96 N. C., 
94; Fesher v. Carroll, supra. We think, therefore, that there was error 
in refusing to give the third instruction prayed for, for which a new 
trial must be granted. 

While it is unnecessary to pass upon the question raised by the second | 
exception, it may be well to add that it would not follow from the fact 
that Lamb was chief engineer that it was within the scope of his au- 
thority to make contracts with subordinate managers employed in grad- 
ing the roadbed, and the laborers under them, in reference to wages. 
Wood R. L., page 446, and note 2. There was no testimony offered as to 
. the nature or extent of his authority, or tending to show a ratifi- 
cation of his agreement with the plaintiff by the corporation. (447) 


SuePusrp, J., concurring as to the conclusion and dissenting as to 
parts of the opinion: I concur in the disposition made of this appeal, 
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but I do not agree to the suggestion that what constitutes a diligent and 
reasonable search for an alleged lost paper-writing is in any case within 
the sole discretion of the trial judge and that his ruling is conclusive 
upon that question. If such be the law, it would be exceedingly difficult 
to account for the numerous decisions of appellate courts in the text- 
books and in our own Reports upon this important subject. The au- 
thorities cited do not, in my opinion, sustain such a principle, but on 
the contrary establish the very opposite view. When the testimony 
relating to the particulars of the search is conflicting, it is the duty of 
the court, upon the request of the objecting party, to find the facts, and 
if no such request is made, that aspect of the testimony which is most 
favorable to the other party will be taken by this Court in passing upon 
the ruling of the trial judge. Holden v. Purefoy, ante, 163. 

The findings as to the facts are conclusive, but the legal inferences are 
reviewable. | 

Neither do I agree that a diligent search was made in the present case 
and that oral testimony should have been admitted. 1 Greenleaf Ev., 
558, says, “that the evidence must show that a bona fide and diligent 
search has been unsuccessfully made (for the lost instrument) in the 
place where ut is most likely to be found if the nature of the case admits 
of such proof.” The party must “exhaust in a reasonable degree all the 
sources of information and means of discovery which the nature of the 
case would naturally suggest and which were accessible to him.” J0., 
| Dumas v. Powell, 14 N. C., 108; Murphy v. McNiel, 19 N. C., 
(448) 244; Harper v. Hancock, 28 N. C., 124; Threadgill v. White, 33 

N. C., 591; McCracken v. McCrary, 50 N. C., 399. The fore- 
going cases and many others to be found in our Reports, exemplify in a. 
high degree the very strict application by this Court of the general . 
principle above stated. 

So far from the witness in this case having exhausted all of his 
sources of information, his examination reveals the two depositories of 
these very letters, and yet he has examined but one of them. He says, 
_ “T kept them in my trunk and sometimes in my wife’s trunk”; that is to 
say, either in one trunk or the other, and it is but fair to assume in the 
absence of an examination that the letters were in his wife’s trunk at the 
time of the trial. It does seem very clear to me that there has been no 
such diligent search as is required by the law and that if oral testimony 
can be substituted for contractual writings under such circumstances, 
the rule as to the primariness of documentary evidence will be practically . 
abrogated. 3 

If, as in Davidson v. Norment, 27 N. C., 555, a party was required to 
go to another State and get his deed, it would seem but reasonable that 
this witness should have taken a few steps, presumably in his own house, 
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and looked into his wife’s trunk for the letters in question. Dumas v. 
Powell, 14 N. C., 103, also illustrates the great particularity of the 
Court in applying this most salutary rule of practice. 

When contracts have been reduced to: writing, there is an implied 
agreement between the parties, which the law recognizes and enforces, 
that such contracts shall only be proved by the selected medium of 
proof, and the “slippery memory of witnesses” should never be substi- 
tuted, except upon the most imperative demands of necessity and justice. 

As to the intensity of proof, I have never understood that in the case 
of a writing evidencing a purely simple contract, where the writing is 
lost or destroyed, and there is no evidence of fraudulent suppres- 
sion or spoliation, a party is compelled, in a court of law, to (449) 
establish its contents by the same degree of proof as is required 
in equity where lost bonds and other deeds are sought to be set up or 
corrected, as in the cases cited. The degree of proof mentioned is only 
applied in cases of equitable cognizance. See discussion in Harding v. 


Long, 103 N. C., 7. 


Crark, J., dissenting: Agreeing in the conclusion reached, I cannot 
concur with so much of the opinion as holds that such sufficient search 
had been made for the missing documents as would admit of parol evi- 
dence of their contents. The judge, in this case, having set out the 
facts, his conclusion thereon was one of law, and subject to review. 
There were two depositories, in both of which the papers were sometimes 
kept, and, I think, it was error to admit parol proof of their contents, 
unless it had been shown that, after search in both the trunks, the 
papers could not be found. 

Per Curiam. | Error. 


Cited: McKesson v. Smart, ante, 19; Hendon v. R. R., 125 N. C., 127; 
Avery v. Stewart, 184 N. C., 291, 293. 


H. B. SPRAGINS er au. v. JAMES R. WHITE. 


Contract—Construction—Province of the Jury and the Court— 
Instructions. | 


1. Where the terms of a contract are fixed, the court and not the jury is its 
proper interpreter. . 


2. In an action for the price of a certain lot of shoes, the defense was that 
they were not delivered at the time agreed on, the agreement being that 
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the defendant bought the goods upon plaintiffs’ promise to have them at 
a fixed place in two weeks, so the instruction of the court that the jury 
must inquire what was meant by it was error. 


MERRIMON, C. J., dissented. 


(450) Action, tried on appeal from a justice by Armfield, J., at 
Spring Term, 1890, of Bertts. 

The plaintiffs brought this action in the court of a justice of the 
peace to recover the price of certain goods—shoes—sold by them to the 
defendants. The latter denied the allegations of the complaint, and 
alleged that, by a special agreement; the plaintiffs promised to sell and 
deliver to them certain shoes at their place of business within a time 
specified, which they failed to do; that they were not bound to receive 
the shoes, and did not do so, ete. | 

On the trial in the Superior Court the plaintiffs produced evidence 
tending to prove their cause of action as alleged by them. | 

One of the defendants testified in their own behalf, among other 
things, as follows: “About the last of February, 1889, A. R. Benton, 
representing the plaintiffs, came to my store in Aulander, and, after 
some conversation, I agreed to buy of him a bill of shoes upon his promise 
to have them in Aulander in two weeks. That was the main inducement 
to the bargain. Without this promise I would not have taken the goods. 
I had a contract to fill within two weeks. Plaintiffs sent me an invoice 
of the goods and shipped them, which I have. I also took down a memo- 
randum of the order given Mr. Benton. I have that memorandum.” 

The court having directed the attention of the jury to the evidence 
and view of the case favorable to the plaintiffs, instructed them further 
as follows: ; 

“But the defendant contends that, at the time he purchased of plain- 
tiffs’ agent, there was an express bargain and agreement that the goods 
should be delivered at his house in two weeks. This the plaintiffs deny. 
_ But if you should believe that this agreement and bargain were made, 
then you must inquire and determine what was meant and understood 

by it by the parties making it. Did it mean that the plaintiiis 

(451) were to insure, at all events, the delivery by the transportation 

company of the goods in two weeks, and that in failure of such 

delivery in two weeks the sale was to be void at the option of the de- 
fendant, and he might return the goods to plaintifis? If so, plaintitts 

are not entitled to recover. | 

“But if it meant that plaintiffs were to use all due diligence in for- 
warding the order, in packing and shipping the goods by the common 
carrier, and plaintiffs did all these things, then plaintiffs are entitled to 
recover the bill and interest, as before stated.” 
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The defendant excepted upon the ground that “the court erred in leav- 
ing the interpretation of the contract to the jury.” There was a verdict 
and judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defendants appealed to this 
Court. 


D.C. Winston for plainicffs. 
F. D. Winston (by brief) for defendants. 


SurpHErp, J. “Where a contract (says Judge Gaston in Young v. 
Jeffreys, 20 N. C., 357), is wholly in writing, and the intention of the 
framers is by law to be collected from the document itself, then the 
eutire construction of the contract—that is, the ascertainment of the 
intention of the parties, as well as the effect of that intention, is a pure 
question of law; and the whole office of the jury is to pass on the ex- 
istence of the alleged written agreement. Where the contract is by 
parol (that is, oral) the terms of the agreement are of course a matter 
of fact, and if those terms be obscure, or equivocal, or are susceptible of 
explanation from extrinsic evidence, it is for the jury to find also the 
meaning of the terms employed; but the effect of a parol agreement, 
when its terms are given and their meaning fixed, is as much a question 
of law as the construction of a written agreement.” 

In speaking of oral contracts, Nash, J., remarks, in Festerman (452) 
v. Parker, 32 N. C., 474, that “if there be no dispute as to the 
terms and they be precise and explicit, it is for the court to declare 
their effect.” See also Rhodes v. Chesson, 44 N. C., 336; Pendleton v. 
Jones, 82 N. C., 249. — . 

“Tnless this were so (says Parke, B., in Newson v. Harford, 8 M. & 
W., 806) there would be no certainty in the law; for a misconstruction 
by the jury cannot be set right at all effectually.” We are sure that the 
learned judge was entirely familiar with the above principles, but we _ 
think that they were not properly applied in the present case. 

The terms of an oral eontract must necessarily be ascertained from the 
testimony of the witnesses, and it is the duty of the court to instruct, the 
jury as to the law applicable to the various phases arising upon such 
testimony. But where the court presents to the jury a particular view 
of the facts, and this embodies the terms of a contract which are in 
themselves precise and explicit, the court should declare their legal effect, 
and it would be error to leave this to be determined by the jury. In 
such a case the rule is the same as if the contract were in writing. After 
charging the jury upon the testimony of the plaintiffs, his Honor pre- 
sented the contention of the defendants, which was founded upon the 
evidence of one of their number as follows: “I agreed to buy of him 
(the agent’of plaintiffs) a bill of shoes upon his promise to have them 
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in Aulander in two weeks.” According to the defense this was the 
entire agreement as to the shipment and delivery, and it is not varied in 
any manner because it induced the defendant to purchase the goods. It 
was the contract resulting from the “express bargain and agreement” 
that formed the inducement, and it is this contract alone that was to be 
interpreted. The language used is clear and precise. It is not unusual 
or equivocal, nor does it involve any scientific exposition by experts, nor 
is it doubtful in the sense that it may be explained by evidence 
(453) of usage or other extraneous circumstances. If the language, 
being thus free from ambiguity, leaves the meaning of the parties 
in doubt, it is the duty of the court, and not the jury, to determine its 
legal effect; and if no definite meaning can be attached to such language, 
then it is the duty of the court to so hold. Silverthorne v. Fowle, 49 
N. C., 362. His Honor, after stating the terms of the contract, instructed 
the jury that if such was the contract, they must further inquire and 
determine what was meant and understood by it by the parties making it. 
Now, the charge assumes that the terms of the contract are ascertained, 
but at the same time leaves its interpretation to the jury. The court 
should have interpreted this meaning according to the terms of the 
assumed contract, and not according to absent terms incorporated into 
the same by what the jury were to infer was the meaning of the parties. 
In this we think there was error. 


Merrimon, C. J., dissenting: The special contract alleged by the 
defendants was not in writing. If it had been so, and the writing had 
been admitted or proven by proper evidence, the court would have inter- 
preted its meaning. The proper construction of contracts is matter of 
law, and itis the province of the court to interpret its meaning. When 
they are written, and cannot be explained or modified by parol, as in 
~gome cases they may be, their terms are settled, and their meaning is 
simply a question of law to be determined by the court. 

When, also, a contract has not been reduced to writing, but its terms 
appear—are precise, clear and explicit—the court must interpret their 
meaning and legal effect. If, however, the parties to an unwritten con- 
tract dispute about its terms, and these are not clear nor definite, are 
obscure or equivocal, or their use is not certain and determinate, or it 

must be inferred from the conduct of the parties, such contract— 
(454) what its terms are—must be ascertained by the jury. And so, 

also, if the terms used are technical or unusual, and their mean- 
ing must he gathered from experts or persons acquainted with the par- 
ticular act or business to which such terms refer, and in the like cases the 
jury must ascertain the meaning of such terms as used by the parties; 
still, when their use, and what they are, are ascertained by the jury, it 
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is the duty of the court to interpret the contract ascertained as matter 
of fact by the jury. The jury must ascertain, as matter of fact, what 
the contract is, and the court must determine what is its legal import 
and effect. In such cases the court should generally give the jury instruc- 
tions as to the meaning and effect of the contract, according as they may 
find it to be, carefully pointing out their duty in ascertaining what the 
contract in question is. Young v. Jeffreys, 20 N. C., 357; Massey v. 
Belisle, 24 N. C., 170; Festerman v. Parker, 32 N. C., 474; Silverthorn 
v. Fowle, 49 N. C., 362. | 

In this case the exception is based upon a misapprehension of the 
instruction complained of. The court did not intend to leave it to the 
jury to interpret the contract in question, nor did it do so in effect. The 
contract alleged was not in writing; the principal evidence—that of one 
of the defendants—tending to prove it, was not very explicit, unequivocal 
and determinate. On the contrary, it left the real agreement to infer- 
ence in material respects. The witness said: “I agreed to buy of him 
(the plaintiffs’ agent) a bill of shoes upon his promise to have them in 
Aulander in two weeks”; but he did not say, certainly in terms, that the 
agent agreed on his part to deliver the shoes at the place mentioned 
within that time; that this was a substantial part of the contract, and 
that it was understood that the defendants would not be bound to take 
the shoes if they were not so delivered. This was left in doubt—to infer- 
ence. He said “that this was the main inducement to the bargain; with- 
out this promise I would not have taken the goods.” He does not say, 
in terms, that the agent so understood and agreed—that he did 
was left to inference. He did not say, in terms, that the contract (455) 
was special—out of the ordinary course of trade in such cases. 
That was left to inference. Hence the court told the jury to inquire 
whether there was such special contract, and, if so, what was meant— 
not as matter of law, but as matter of fact, by it, by what was said and 
mutually understood and agreed upon by the parties. That is, the court 
instructed the jury to ascertain, from the uncertain, indeterminate evl- 
dence of such contract, what it was, as matter of fact. It submitted to 
them, not what was the legal meaning of the words used by the defend- 
ants, or by either party, but whether the parties, 1n fact, mutually under- 
stood and agreed that the shoes should be delivered “in two weeks” at 
the defendants’ place of business, or whether, in fact, it was agreed that 
the plaintiffs, in the ordinary course of business, sold the defendants the 
shoes, and this was the fact of the agreement, and the plaintifis’ agent 
said—simply added—not as a part of the agreement, that he would 
deliver them “in two weeks,” meaning no more than that he would be 
prompt in shipping them. The court further said, in substance, that if 
the jury should find the contract to be as contended by the defendant, 
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then, as a matter of law, the plaintiffs could not recover. Thus it inter- 
preted the contract in that view. It further said, in effect, that if the 
jury should find the contract to be, in fact, as contended by the plaintiffs, 
then the latter could recover. Thus it interpreted the meaning and legal 
effect of it in the view favorable to the plaintiffs. 

The evidence in this case left the terms of the contract much more in 
doubt than did the evidence of the contract in question in Massey v. 
Belisle, supra. In that case “the plaintiff stated to the defendant, as a 
fact, that it had been discovered that her house was 2 feet upon his lot. 

Upon this information she promised to pay him $4 per annum 
(456) while it remained there. At the expiration of the first year, when 

the rent was demanded, she refused to pay, alleging that the 
house was altogether upon her own land. After this refusal, she did - 
pay $4, upon his express promise to refund it if it should turn out that 
the house was not upon his lot. The parties then agreed upon a mode 
by which the boundaries of their respective lots should be determined. 
Unfortunately, the attempt thus to determine their boundaries failed, 
and the plaintiff sued for the next year’s rent. Now, it seems to us clear 
that upon what terms and upon what consideration the defendant 
promised to pay rent was an inquiry of fact for the determination of a 
jury.” The court said that, the terms of fact being doubtful, it was the 
provice of the jury to ascertain the same. They certainly were more 
definite than the terms in question in the present case. | 

Perhaps the instruction given to the jury might have been more pre- 
cise, but it was quite intelligible and substantially in all respects correct. 
The court interpreted the contract as to its legal import and effect accord- 
ingly as the jury might ascertain it to be as matter of fact, and it gave 
them proper instructions as to their duty. 

The other exceptions are without merit, and it would serve no tie 
purpose to advert further to them. 

Per Curiam. ‘New trial. 


Cited: Simpson v. Pegram, 112 N. C., 545; Wilson v. Cotton Mulls, 
140 N. C., 56; Elks v. Ins. Co., 159 N. C., 626; Patton v. Lumber Co., 
179 N. C., 108. 
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JONES Vv. COTTEN. 


ESTHER JONES y. ANDREW COTTEN. 


Habeas Corpus—Custody of Children—Practice—Insanity—P ending 
Intigation. 

A plaintiff suing for the possession of her children by writ of habeas corpus 
obtained judgment for their recovery, and the defendant appealed under 
see. (1662 of The Code. After the appeal, and before the hearing in this 
Court, the plaintiff became insane and was committed to an asylum: 
Held, the case must be remanded to the judge now riding the judicial 
district in which the case was tried, to the end that he may take such 
action as his jurisdiction over minor children confers, 


Action tried at February Term, 1890, of Craven, by Womack, J. 

This is a proceeding in which the plaintiff applied for a writ of habeas 
corpus to obtain possession of three of her minor children, named, alleged 
to be in the possession of the defendant. The writ was issued and served, 
and return thereof made. At the hearing of the matter the court gave 
judgment that the children be delivered to the plaintiff, whereupon the 
defendant appealed to this Court, as allowed by the statute (The Code, 
sec. 1662) in such cases. 

It appears at this term that, since the appeal was taken, the plaintiff 
has become insane and has been committed to, and 1s now 1n, the appro- 
priate insane asylum. The counsel for the defendant asks the Court to 
make such disposition of the appeal as it may deem appropriate and 
proper. 


No counsel for plaintiff. - 
C. BR. Thomas for defendant. 


Merrimon, C.J. We are of opinion that the case must be remanded 
to the judge now riding the Second Judicial District, to the end that he 
shall have and take jurisdiction of, and take such further action 
in the matter as the condition of the children mentioned and the (458) 
circumstances of the case may warrant and require, according to 
law. Such proceedings and matters are largely summary in their nature, 
and may be conducted in the sound discretion of the court, in such way 
as, in view of the variant circumstances of the case, will promote the 
ends of justice, secure the rights of parties, and afford adequate protec- 
- tion to the children whose custody may be in question. The statute (The 
Code, sec. 965) contemplates that, with a view to justice, a case may be 
remanded. The other statute (The Code, sec. 1661) confers upon the 
court below very large powers to “promote the interest and welfare of the 
children.” Holley v. Holley, 96 N. C., 229; Knott v. paler ab., 553. 

Remanded. 


Cited: In re Alderman, 157 N. C., 512. 
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WHITEHEAD UV. WHITEHURST 


WILLIAM WHITEHEAD et at. y. M. D. WHITEHURST, Apmr. 


Consent Reference—Evidence—Purchase at One's Own Sale, When 
Voidable—A greement of Counsel—Order of Court. 


1. It is well settled that this Court will not disturb the findings under a 
consent reference where there is any evidence to sustain them, 


2. A sale under mortgage, at which the mortgagee purchases through a third 
party, is not void, but voidable, and at the instance of the mortgagor or 
his heirs; and when the property sold brought a fair price, it does not 
appear that the creditors of a deceased mortgagor have any right to 
complain. 


3. Mere agreement of counsel, filed with the clerk, that the order of sale for 
, assets should be set aside, made after sale was confirmed, purchase-money 
paid and title made to purchaser, and without any order of court to that 
effect, is ineffectual for such purpose. 


4. Where, under such reference, the findings of fact are pertinent, so far as 
this Court can see, it will not set them aside, the burden being on the 
party complaining to show error. 


(459)  <Acrion heard by Whitaker, J., upon exception to a referee’s 
report, at October Term, 1890, of EpezcomBr. | 

This action was brought by creditors of the intestate of the defendant 
to compel him to an account of his administration and to pay the credi- 
tors what may be payable to them, respectively. The pleadings raised 
issues of fact and law. In the course of the action, “the case” was, by 
consent of parties, referred to a referee “to find the facts and state the 
accounts, and report the result of his findings,” ete. Afterwards, the 
referee made report as directed, and the defendant filed divers excep-' 
tions thereto. Afterwards, the court overruled all these exceptions and 
gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant, having excepted, ap- 
pealed to this Court, assigning error as follows: 

1. That he has failed to credit the defendant with his account of. 
$570 for rent of mill under the contract of milling, as established by the 
testimony of D. C. Moore and G. A. Vick. 

2. That he has failed to credit the defendant with exhibits “R” and 
“S,” as representing the indebtedness of B. C. Highsmith, defendant’s 
intestate, to G. A. Vick, arising under the milling contract aforesaid, and 
paid by M. D. Whitehurst, the defendant, amounting to $648.68. 

3. That he has charged the defendant with $1,211 as of 1883, proceeds 
from sale of land, whereas the amount proper to have been shapes was 
$800, 6 May, 1889, 

The defendant excepts to the referee’s conclusions of law numbered, 
respectively, 1, 2, 5, 6, 11. 
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The findings of law thus referred to are the following: 

(1) That while purchase by a mortgagee at his own sale is voidable, 
it is not void, but when the price is reasonable and no exception taken 
by the mortgagee, it becomes valid; and therefore, by virtue of the sale 
made by William Whitehead, under his mortgage, on 24 February, 1883, 
- he became the legal owner of the lands purchased by him, and 
is not chargeable with rents. (460) 

(2) That the defendant i is a ad with the proceeds of the 
first sale of the lands. 

5. That the debt mentioned in the twenty-first finding is not a proper 
charge. . 

6. That none of the items embraced in voucher “T,” except that of — 
Asa Bullock, are proper charges against the estate. 

11. That ‘the plaintiffs are entitled to judgment that the sum of 
$1,261.57, remaining in the hands of the defendant administrator and 
lable to the demands of the plaintiff creditors, be distributed among the 
several plaintiffs, as follows: the plaintiff Wiliam Whitehead to recover 
the sum of $1,204.60; the plaintiff Piney Highsmith to recover the sum of 
$58.64; and the plaintiff M. G. Bryan the sum of $28.64. 


f. H. Battle for plaintirff. 
No counsel contra. 


Merrimon, C. J. In effect the court approved and sustained the find- 
ings of fact and law by the referee. The reference was by consent of 
parties. Hence, it is not the province of this Court to review the find- 
ings of fact, although this action is equitable in its nature, if there is 
any evidence to sustain them. This is settled by many decisions. There 
‘was clearly some evidence to sustain such findings of fact, and accepting 
them, as we must do, the exceptions as to them cannot be sustained. 
The credits claimed were, for the reasons stated by the referee, properly 
disallowed, and the charge complained of was a proper one. 

The intestate of the defendant in his lifetime owed the plaintiff White- 
head certain debts, and to secure the same executed to the latter 
two mortgages of the land therein specified. Under a power of (461) 
sale in these mortgages the land was sold, and the mortgagee, 
indirectly through a third party, purchased the same at a “fair” sale, 
and they sold for their full value. This appears. This sale was made in 
_ February of 1883, and the money, the proceeds of the sale, properly 
applied. The mortgagor died shortly before the sale, but, so far as 
appears, the heir at law did not and does not at all complain of the 
same, nor did the defendant until he filed his exceptions to the report; 
nor does it appear that he is interested in opposition to it as adminis- 
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trator or otherwise. This sale was not void; it was voidable at the 
instance of the heir, and in possible cases, it may be that the adminis- 
trator might in some proper way avoid it, but this does not appear to be 
such a case. I+ does not appear that the creditors of the intestate are 
or can be prejudiced by it, and the defendant is not—does not profess to 
be—interested in their behalf. Joyner v. Farmer, 78 N. C., 196; 
Sumner v. Sessoms, 94 N. C., 871; Gibson v. Barbour, 100 N. C., 192. 

In 1883 the defendant applied to a proper court for a license to sell 
certain of the lands of his intestate to make assets to pay debts. Such 
license was granted; the sale was made; the purchaser at the same paid 
the purchase-money; the sale was confirmed by the court and the de- 
fendant was directed to make title to the purchaser, which he accordingly 
did. Afterwards, in 1887, the counsel for the defendants and counsel 
for the plaintiff Whitehead agreed to set aside the sale last above men- 
tioned, and this stipulation was handed to the clerk of the Superior 
Court in which the license to sell the land was granted; but the clerk 
made no such order, nor did the court in term time, or at all. What 

purported to be a resale of the same land was made in 1889, after this 
action began, and eight hundred dollars was bid for the same. The 
defendant insists that the referee should have charged him with this 
sum, and not that bid and paid for the land at the sale thereof under 
license from the court, as he did do. The license to sell the land, 
(462) the sale thereof and the confirmation of the sale was not set 
aside—it remained and remains in full force and effect, and the 
defendant is properly charged with the price bid and paid for it. The 
second supposed sale had no judicial or authoritative sanction and was — 
ineffectual, certainly as to the purposes of this action. 

As to the exceptions five, six and eleven to the conclusions of law, we are 
of opinion that they are unfounded. The findings of fact pertinent, 
certainly so far as we can see, warrant them. If there is error, the 
burden is upon the defendant to make it appear. None is pointed out 
and none appears upon the face of the record. | 

Affirmed. 


JAMES S. GRANT y. THE RALEIGH AND GASTON RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Neghgence—Damages—A ccerdent—Charge—Evidence—Collateral 
Facts—Exupert—Ratlroad—Sidetrack—Section Master. 


1. On the trial the court refused to allow a witness of the plaintiff to testify 
as to an accident other than that in question, but subsequently a witness 
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of the defendant testified that another accident happened, the plaintiff's 
counsel declaring that it was the same he sought to prove by the plain- 
tiff’s witness. It was not questioned that the accident occurred: Held, 
that if there was error in rejecting the evidence as offered by the plaintiff, 
the same was harmless. 


2. A witness not qualified to testify as an expert should not be allowed to give 


his opinion based upon a hypothetical state of facts. 


3. Evidence as to the condition of the defendant’s road and its switches at 
places other than the place at which the accident happened, was not 
competent to prove negligence at the latter place. 


4. The court, among other pertinent instructions, told the jury that if the 
plaintiff's “injury was occasioned by an act which, with proper care, or by 
machinery, which with proper use and care, would not ordinarily produce 
damage,” then the burden was on the defendant to prove that it was not 
chargeable with negligence: Held, that this was clearly sufficient and in 
harmony with numerous decisions of this Court, citing several cases. 


5. Leaving cars standing on a side-track is not of itself negligence; certainly 
it is not when the cars are not in the way of trains passing on the main 
track. 


6. The seventh special instruction asked for by the plaintiff was properly denied, 
because there was evidence from which the jury might znd that the de- 
fendant was not chargeable with negligence, 


AppraL from Womack, J., at March Term, 1890, of Hatirax. (463) 
The plaintiff brought this action to recover damages alleged to 
have been occasioned by the negligence of defendant, in that while he 
was in the regular discharge of his duty as mail agent in one of the 
cars attached to and forming part of one of defendant’s regular pas- 
senger and mail trains, in motion, the same was thrown violently from 
the track, and he sustained serious physical injuries. 


The defendant denied the material allegations of the complaint, and 


the following issues were submitted to the jury: 
1. Was the plaintiff damaged by the negligence of the defendant ? 


2, What damage, if any, did plaintiff sustain by the negligence of the 


defendant ? 

It was in evidence from both plaintiff and defendant that plaintiff, 
while in the discharge of his duties as mail agent on one of the 
regular passenger trains of defendant, received injuries by the (464) 
train leaving the track at a switch about a half-mile from John- 


son street station in Raleigh, on Friday, 6 February, 1889; that after 


the accident the pin which held the switch in place was missing, and has 
never been found; that at the place of the accident there is a decided 
curve, the switch being on the outside; there were three tracks: one 
called a spur track, built to hold idle cars, and unconnected with the 
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other tracks at its end nearest the scene of the accident; one a sidetrack, 
connected with the main track by the switch in question, and.the main 
track; that at the time of the accident there were no cars on the spur 
track, but there were fourteen cars standing on the sidetrack, but far 
enough away to permit trains to pass on the main track with safety; 
that when the train left the main track at the switch, 1t ran for a short 
distance over the crossties and into the cars standing on the sidetrack 
with great force, badly breaking the engine and several of the standing 
cars; that prior to the accident the roadbed and switch at the place of 
accident, as well as the engine and cars, was in good condition, and the 
employees of the defendant company, whose duty it was to suiperintend 
and operate them, were competent and efficient. 

Lewis Wrenn, who was conductor in charge of the train, was exarnined 
as a witness for the defendant. On the cross-examination, the witness 
was asked, “Was there not a similar accident near the same lane a little 
before or after this accident by the train running off, run by the same 
engineer and conductor?” Objection by defendant. Objection sus- 
tained, and the plaintiff excepted. 

Subsequently, Rufus Horton was examined as a witness for the de- 
fendant, and testified that he was the engineer in charge of the derailed 
train. On his cross-examination the plaintiff was permitted to ask this 
question: “Have you ‘had another accident shortly prior to this acci- 
dent?” To which he answered, “I have not for a number of years.” 

He was then asked, “Were there any accidents shortly after this 
(465) one?” To which question answered, “I had an accident shortly 

afterwards, about two hundred yards above the place of this 
accident; at the other end of the switch. That switch was probably 
changed by mistake. I did not get off the track; I ran on the sidetrack 
and into cars standing on it. There was no switch broken; I was only 
turned on the wrong track by a mistake of some one changing the 
' switch.” 

Counsel for the nia stated that this was the accident they desired 
the witness Wrenn to testify to, who was admitted to have been the 
conductor in charge of the train on this occasion also. 

On the cross-examination of T. H. Pleasants, a witness for the de- 
fendant, he was asked by the plaintiff, “If the end of the switch had 
worn, and the flanges of the wheels caught on it, might not the engine 
open the switch, coming from either direction?’ Objection by the de- 
fendant, and objection sustained, for there was no evidence that this 
switch had worn, and the fel nea excepted. 

J. R. Thrower, a witness for the defendant, had previously stated, in 
explaining a model of the switch in use, “The point of the switch would 
wear after a long time, but would wear thinner.” 
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Rufus Horton had testified that “the points of switches wear some.” 

W. A. Green had testified, “I examined the switch Wednesday before 
the accident, and it was in good order.” 

The plaintiff offered to prove the condition of the track at or near the 
“Round House” and within the yard limit presided over by the same 
section master as the road at the point of the accident. Objected to by 
the defendant. Objection sustained, and the plaintiff excepted. 

The plaintiff asked a witness, “What is the present condition of the. 
switches in the yard limit?” Objection by the defendant. Objection 
sustained, and the defendant excepted. 

The plaintiff asked the following special instructions: (466) 

1. That defendant railroad is a public carrier, and is required 
to use the greatest care and utmost diligence and good faith in providing 
for the safety of its passengers, both as to life and limb. | 

2. The defendant is required, by the nature of its calling, to provide 
the safest cars, the safest engines, the safest roads, the safest switches, 
and the safest and best and most competent employees and servants the 
nature of its business permits; and if it failed to provide them,’ or any 
of them, and the plaintiff was thereby een he is entitled to recover 
to the extent of injuries. | 

3. If the plaintiff has shown, and the jury believe, that he was injured 
in the manner described by him, by the accident, or wreck, on defendant’s 
road, the law presumes that the j injury was by the defendant’s negligence, 
and the burden is upon the defendant to show that the wreck was not 
by his fault, and that he used the utmost care and diligence to prevent it. 
4, The law requires that the defendant shall not only have efficient 
and competent servants, but should have them in sufficient numbers to 
provide against every reasonable contingency. 

5, Switches are points and parts of a road at which accidents are 
liable to occur unless closely attended to, and defendant is held to the 
utmost diligence, care and watchfulness in selecting the safest patterns 
in the start and in keeping them in perfect order. 

6. Leaving cars on such a sidetrack, so close to such a switch as that the 
train going at the usual speed of thirty or thirty-five miles an hour 
and rushing out upon such sidetracks could not have been stopped in 
time to prevent a collision, is negligence. 

7. If the jury believe that the accident and injury to the (467) 
plaintiff occurred in consequence of a misplaced switch, then the 
evidence offered by the defendant is not sufficient to rebut the presump- 
tion of negligence, and the jury should find the first issue “Yes.” 

The court gave substantially the first, second, third, fourth and fifth | 
special instructions asked by the plaintiff, and refused the sixth and 
seventh, and the plaintiff excepted. 
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The court charged the jury as follows: “In this case the burden of 
proof is upon the plaintiff to show, by a preponderance of the evidence, © 
that he was injured by the negligence of the defendant, and if he has not 
so convinced the jury they will answer the first issue ‘No.’ Unless he 
has shown the jury by a preponderance of the evidence that the injury 
was occasioned by an act which, with proper care, or by machinery 
which, with proper use and care, would not ordinarily produce damage, 
if he has so satisfied the jury, then he has made what the law terms a 
prima facie case of negligence, and the laboring oar is shifted to the 
defendant, and the defendant must show by a preponderance of evidence 
that the company has not been guilty of negligence, and the reason for 
this is that it is much easier for those who do the damage to show the 
exculpating circumstances, if such exist, than it is for the plaintiff to 
produce proof of positive negligence.” To this instruction the plaintiff 
excepted. 

The court further charged the jury: “To render the defendant liable, 
the injury must be the natural and probable consequence of the neghi- 
gence, such a consequence as, under the circumstances, might or ought to 
have been foreseen by the weonedocs as likely to result from his act.” 
To this instruction the plaintiff excepted. 

The court further charged the jury: “The defendant claims to have 
rebutted this presumption of negligence by showing that the only way 
the accident could have occurred was by the pin having been taken out 

of the switch by some evil-disposed person other than the defend- 
(468) ant and its agents. If the defendant has satisfied the jury that 
this is true, then the defendant has not been guilty of negligence, 
and the plaintiff cannot recover.” To this charge the plaintiff excepted. 

The court further charged the jury: “If the defendant has not so 
satisfied the jury, and the jury believe that the accident may have 
occurred in some other manner than by the switch-pin having been so 
removed, then the defendant must satisfy the jury that it has not in other 
respects been negligent; and in that view, the court charges the jury 
that it is not negligence in the defendant company not to have a guard or 
watchman at the switch.” To which charge the plaintiff excepted. 

The court further charged: “It was not negligence to place box-cars on 
the sidetrack, unless they were near enough to interfere with travel on 
the main track. ” To which charge the plaintiff excepted. 

The court further charged: “If the jury believe that the defendant 
used the safest and best switches obtainable, and other safest machinery; 
employed competent officials in their respective capacities; caused the 
switch and road to be examined carefully every two or three days; that 
this switch was examined carefully on Wednesday preceding the acei- 
dent; that a number of trains passed over the switch the same day; that 
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the switch was operated successfully that morning and nothing was 
discovered to be wrong with it; that the engineer, in his proper place, 
noticed and saw that the signal showed the main track to be open, and 
that only human agency could enable the target to show safety when the 
switch was partly open, which caused the wreck, then the defendant has 
not been guilty of negligence, and the plaintiff cannot recover, for the 
defendant must use the highest degree of care that a reasonable man 
could use.” To which charge the plaintiff excepted. “But if the jury 
are not so satisfied by the defendant they will answer the first 

issue ‘Yes,’ and will proceed to the second issue.” (469) 

There was a verdict for the defendant. 

Rule for a new trial and venire de novo by the plaintiff for error in 
the rejection of evidence set out in exceptions one, two, three and four, 
and for refusing the special instructions asked for and set out in excep- 
tions five and six, and in those given as set out in exceptions seven, 
eight, nine, ten, eleven and twelve. Rule discharged. Judgment, upon 
the verdict, for the defendant. Appeal by the plaintiff. 


Rk, B. Peebles and W. J. Peele for plaintiff. 
J.B. Batchelor, John Devereux, Jr., and W. H. Day for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. As to the first exception, if it be granted, that the 
court should have allowed the question to be answered, it appears that 
another witness of the defendant upon cross-examination, was after- 
wards allowed to testify that an accident, subsequent to that alleged in 
the complaint, had happened, and the counsel for the plaintiff said this 
was the one he desired the first witness to give evidence of. It was not 
questioned by the defendant that such second accident did occur, and 
hence the plaintiff had the benefit of the evidence in as full measure, in 
every aspect of the case, as if the first witness referred to had given the 
same. The exception is, therefore, without force. 

Nor has the second exception any merit. The witness referred to was 
not examined as an expert, nor does it appear that he was an expert, or 
that he was skilled in such matters as the question had reference to. The 
question he was not allowed to answer was based upon a hypothetical 
state of facts and was intended to elicit his opinion. The answer, if the 
same had been receyved, could have served no proper purpose, 
because “there was no evidence that this switch had worn.” It is (470) 
so stated in the case, and no such evidence appears. There was 
evidence going to prove that the switch was in good condition. Evi- 
dence that trains had passed over the same for about two years did not 
of itself constitute evidence to prove that the switch had worn so thin 
as to prove negligence in that respect. 
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The evidence to which the third. and fourth exceptions refer was 
properly excluded. The condition of the defendant’s railroad track at 
places other than that at which the accident in question happened could 
not prove or disprove the condition of the track at the latter place. Such 
evidence would afford ground only for uncertain inference, mere con- 
jecture, and it would certainly tend to mislead and confuse the jury. 
The same may be said of the evidence of the “condition of the switches. 
in the yard limit,” at the time of the trial. 

We think the plaintiff has no just ground of exception to the instruc- 
tions complained of that the court gave the jury. Indeed, it is question- 
able whether, in some respects, they were not too favorable to him. 

The evidence went to prove the accident whereby the plaintiff sus- 
tained injury, and that it may have been, and probably was, occasioned 
by the absence of an important bolt, the purpose and use of which were 
to hold the “switch” in its proper place. There was no evidence going 
to show what otherwise could have given rise to it. The principal 
inquiry was whether the defendant negligently allowed that bolt to be 
out of its place. 

It seems that only such parts of the instructions to the jury as were 
excepted to are set forth in the record. But it certainly appears that the 
court very fully, in substance, told the jury that if the plaintiff had 
satisfied them that his “injury was occasioned by an act which, with 

proper care or by machinery, which with proper use and care, 
(471) would not, ordinarily, produce damage,” then the burden was on 

the defendant to prove that it was not chargeable with negligence. 
This was clearly sufficient and in harmony with numerous decisions of 
this Court. Ellis v. BR. R., 24 N. C., 188; Aycock v. BR. B., 89 N. C., 
- 821, and cases there cited; Moore v. Parker, 91 N. C., 275; Railroad 
Accident Law, 483 et seqg.; 3 Lawson Rights and Remedies, sec. 1213; 
Lawrence v. Green, 70 Cal., 417. 

The court properly declined to give the jury the sixth special instruc- 
tion asked for by the plaintiff. Leaving cars standing on a sidetrack 1s 
not of itself negligence; certainly it is not when the cars are not in the 
way of trains passing on the main track. <A train moving on the main 
track of a railroad cannot go upon a sidetrack if the two tracks are 
respectively in order. It is not negligence to do what may be done in 
the regular course of business, if, in the nature ef the matter, harm 
does not arise therefrom, unless occasioned by some negligence. ‘Sellars 
v. RB. R., 94 N. C., 654. The plaintiff was not entitled to the seventh 
instruction asked for by him, because, clearly, there was evidence from 
which the jury might find that the defendant was not chargeable with 
negligence. Indeed, the evidence went strongly to prove its active 
diligence. 
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Other minor objections to the instructions given are groundless, and 
are fully met by Sellars v. R. R., supra, and Doggett v. R. B., 78 
N. C., 305. . 


No: error. 


Cited: Ice Co. v. BR. B., 126 N. C., 797, 800; Williams v. R. B., 130 
N. C., 121; Cheek v. Lumber Co., 184 N. C., 228; Stewart v. BR. RB., 
137 N. C., 689; Hemphill v. Lumber Co., 141 N. C., 489; Winslow v. 

Hardware Co., 147 N. C., 279; Skipper v. Lumber Co., 158 N. C., 323; 
Forbes.v. Rocky Mount, 165 N. C., 15. 


(472) 


*W. EF. GRUBBS et at. v. THE NORTH CAROLINA HOME INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 


Insurance istiities Misia of Copan Pome of Agents, Sub- 
agents—H vidence—A djuster—E stoppel — Notice — Requests for In- 


1. An agent of an insurance company authorized to take risks and issue 
policies is empowered to waive by parol a condition in a policy issued 
~ by him. 


2. In an action against an insurance company for damages for loss by fire, it 
- was shown that there was, within the knowledge of the plaintiff, a condi- 
tion in the policy to the effect that the insurance company should not be 
liable for loss, if there was any prior or subsequent insurance, whether 
valid or invalid, without the written consent of the company endorsed. 
There was evidence that the plaintiff, shortly before taking out additional 
insurance in other companies, mentioned such intention to the company’s 
subagent, who had issued its policy to plaintiff, and he said it would be 
all right. The court told the jury, in effect, that this was a waiver, and 
they so found: Held, no error, 


3. Where, after a fire, the adjuster of an insurance company paoiis the agents 
of other companies in their efforts to adjust the loss, requires the pro- 
duction of the books and invoices, or duplicates in case of their destruc- 
tion, and objects to settling only on the ground that he cannot agree 
with the insured as to the amount of loss, the company represented by 

' such adjuster is estopped from insisting on a forfeiture by reason of the 
breach of any of the conditions relating to additional insurance. » 


4. If the acts of the adjuster were, in effect, a waiver of the condition, the. 
defendant could not complain of the refusal of the court to submit an 
issue of notice of the additional insurance. 


*CLARK, J., did not sit. 
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5. It is not error to refuse to consider written requests for instructions, unless 
presented to the court at or before the close of the testimony. 


6. The measure of damages is the fair cash value of the property destroyed 
at the time and place of its destruction. 


7. The fact that a witness, who was present at a conversation had between 
the plaintiff and defendant’s agent, was not called to contradict the plain- 
tiff, though present in court assisting defendant in the trial, is a legitimate 
subject for counsel’s comment. 


MeERRIMON, C. J., dissented. 


(473) Acrion tried before Womack, J., at January Term, 1890, of 

NorrHaMpPrTon, to recover damages against the defendant for the 
loss by fire of certain property insured by the defendant, as set forth 
in the pleadings. The defendant tendered, among others, the following 
issue : 

“5, Was the insurance in the Pelican Insurance Company, Liverpool, 
London and Globe Insurance Company, Virginia Fire and Marine In- 
surance Company, and in the Mt. Vernon Insurance Company made 
known to the defendant ?”’ 

a issues submitted, with the responses to each, were as follows: 

. “Did the defendant make the contract of insurance set out in the 
complaint Answer: ‘Yes, by consent.’ ”’ 

. “What was the value of the goods destroyed by the fire? Answer: 
#1 400. 79 

. “Did the pint furnish to the defendant the proof of loss, in 
oe with the conditions of the policy? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

4. “Did the plaintiff procure the additional subsequent insurance 
oe the insured property alleged in the answer? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

. “Was the defendant’s consent to such additional insurance, if any, 
endorsed on said policy? Answer: ‘No.’” * | 

. “Did defendant waive such written consent, if none was endorsed ? 
reels ‘Yes.’ ” 

7. ‘Did the plaintiff comply with the other conditions of the policy 
on Ae part? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

. “Was said policy, after the fire, assigned to the plaintiff Hardy as 
alleged 3 in the complaint? Answer: ‘Yes.’” 
Judgment was rendered for plaintiffs. Defendants appealed. 
(474) The other facts are sufficiently set out in the opinion. 


R. O. Burton, Ir. R. B. Peebles, and W. C. Bowen for plaintiff. 
J. W. Hinsdale, T. W. Mason, and B. 8. Gay for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The defendant asked the court to 
instruct the j jury that, upon consideration of all the evidence, there was 
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no waiver of the condition of the policy, requiring the written consent 
of the defendant to be endorsed upon it provided the plaintiff should 
take out additional insurance in other companies. This request was 
equivalent to a demurrer to the whole of the evidence, it being admitted 
that additional surance was taken out in other companies after the | 
policy sued on was issued, without first securing the written endorsement 
of the defendant’s consent upon it in accordance with the express require- 
ment of one of its conditions. 

If Dr. Ramsey, the agent with whom the plaintiff treated, was au- 
thorized to take fire-risks and issue policies, he was empowered to waive 
by parol a condition in a policy issued by him. Winans v. Ins. Co., 38 
Wis., 8342; Miner v. Ins. Co., 27 Wis., 693; Gore v. Ins. Co., 53 Wis., 
108; Phoemx Ins. Co. v. Spiers, 87 Ky., 285; Kitchin v. Ins. Co., 57 
Mich., 1385; Ins. Co. v. Karle, 83 Mich., 143; Viele v. Ins. Co., 26 
Towa, 68; Wood Fire Insurance, sec. 891; Sherman v. Ins. Co., 46 N. Y., 
526; Mashbeck v. Ins. Co., 54 Cal., 422. 

Where a general agent permits a subagent acting under his direction 
to receive premiums from, and to fill up and deliver policies to be 
insured, the acts of the subagent are regarded as the acts of the general 
agent. Ins. Co. v. Ruckman, 127 UL, 365. The powers of an agent are 
prvma facie coextensive with the apparent authority given him, 
and persons dealing with him may judge of their extent from the (475) 
nature of the business entrusted to his care. Wood on Insurance, 
sec. 500; Hornthal v. Ins. Co., 88 N. C., 71; Beall v. Ins. Co., 16 Wis., 
241; Davenport v. Ins. Co., 17 Iowa, 276. 

Though the authorities are conflicting upon many questions that have 
arisen as to the powers of insurance agents generally to bind the com- 
panies for which they act, there is a growing tendency to abrogate rules 
laid down by some of the courts when the insured sought the principal 
officers of these corporations in the larger towns and asked the agents to 
forward applications for insurance, instead of waiting at their homes for 
agents sent to solicit their patronage and stimulated to active and per- 
sistent effort by their employers. We concur with the judge below in the 
opinion that if Dr. Ramsey was entrusted by the defendant (as he testi- 
fied that he was) with the blank applications, and with its policies duly 
signed by its officers, and was authorized to take risks without consulting 
the company, to issue policies by simply signing his name as agent, to 
collect premiums and cancel policies, then he was empowered, as agent, 
_ to waive the condition that no additional insurance should be taken. In 
Ins. Co. v. Earle, supra, an agent, when asked about the taking of addi- 
tional insurance, said, in substance, that it would make no difference, 
but, without saying it in so many words, left the inference that consent 
in writing was not necessary, and the court held that the agent had 
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waived a condition in the policy similar to that in plaintiff’s policy, and 
that the insurers could not avoid liability under the contract because 
additional insurance was subsequently taken in another company without 
asking for or securing the endorsement of its written consent on the 
original policy. See also Gore v. Ins, Co., supra. After testifying that 
he was permitted by the defendant to exercise all of the powers enumer- 
ated by the court in the foregoing instructions, Dr. Ramsey stated also 

that Grubbs did say to him that he would want further insur- 
(476) ance, and that he (Ramsey) replied that he thought Grubbs 

could get it if he wished; that he did not remember any more of 
the conversation on that subject. The witness Gay testified that Ramsey 
said to Grubbs, when asked about further insurance, that it was all right, 
so that he did not insure for more than three-fourths the value of the 
stock. Grubbs testified that he told Ramsey the exact amount of insur- 
ance that he proposed to place, and did take,.in each of the other com- 
panies, which did not in the aggregate exceed three-fourths of the value 
of the property insured. So that the facts in our case would more 
naturally warrant the inference that the agent did not require his assent 
to be endorsed in writing on the policy than the evidence in the Michigan 
authority cited above, because Ramsey not only conveyed the idea that it 
would be all right to get additional insurance, but added the condition 
that the whole insurance should not in the aggregate exceed three-fourths 
of the value of the property insured, thereby excluding the inference that 
he would insist upon any other condition. But, even upon his own testi- 
mony, Ramsey was empowered to waive the endorsement, and if, after 
Grubbs notified him of the amount which he proposed to take, and did 
afterwards take, in each of the other companies, Ramsey, by his 
language, left Grubbs to infer that no objection would be made unless 
the aggregate amount of insurance in all of the companies should exceed 
three-fourths of the value of the insured property, and Grubbs did not 
exceed that limit; then, if Grubbs was induced to believe that the for- 
feiture would not be insisted on unless the limit in the amount of insur- 
ance should be transcended, and acted under that impression in effecting 
additional insurance, that condition of the policy would be considered 
as waived by the company. We think, therefore, that there was no 
error in the rulings of the judge below upon which the sixth, fourteenth, 
fifteenth, sixteenth and seventeenth exceptions are founded. It seems 

that some of the counsel abandoned, while other counsel insisted 
(477) upon, the exceptions numbered from one to eight inclusive, and 

so much of exception ten as referred to the refusal of the court 
to give special instructions. asked by the defendant, and numbered seven. 
If, after a breach of the conditions of a policy, the insurers, with a 
knowledge of the facts constituting 1t, by their conduct led the insured 
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to beheve that they still recognize the validity of the policy and consider 
him as protected by it, and induce him under such impression to incur 
expense, they will be deemed to have waived the forfeiture, and will be 
estopped from setting it up as a defense. Viele v. Ins. Co., 26 Lowa, 9, 
and 2b., note, p. 68; The Oskosh Co. v. Ins. Co., T1 Wis., 454. - 

Where, with a knowledge of the facts constituting the alleged waiver, 
the insurer, after the insured property had been destroyed by fire, 
requires the insured to furnish invoice of goods destroyed, proofs of loss, 
or plans and specifications of the building burned, or to appear for 
_ examination, such acts of its adjuster amount to a concession that the 
forfeiture for failure to secure the endorsement of additional risks will 
not be insisted upon. Ins. Co. v. Kittle, 39 Mich., 51; Titus v. Ins. Co., 
81 N. Y., 410; Conner v. Ins. Co., 538 Wis., 585; Webster v. Ins. Co., 26 
Wis., 67. Where, after a fire, the adjuster of a company joins the 
agents of other companies in the effort to adjust the loss, requires the 
production of books for examination, and asks for invoices from the 
time the insured went into business, and, the invoices not being fur- 
nished because of their destruction by fire, then asks for duplicates, 
which the insured endeavored, by correspondence with creditors, to get, 
and objects to settling on the ground only that he cannot agree with the 
insured as to the amount of loss, and offers to pay for his company its 
proportion of the loss as estimated by him, the company represented by 
such adjuster is estopped from insisting upon a forfeiture by reason of 
the breach of any conditions in the policy in reference to taking 
additional insurance. Fishbeck v. Ins. Co., supra; Argall v. 

Ins. Co., 84 N. C., 358. See especially opinion of Cooley, J., in (478) 
Ins. Co. v. Kittle, supra. 

The testimony admitted after objection, and constituting the ground of 
exceptions four, five and; seven, will therefore appear at a glance to be 
competent, if our view of the law in reference to waiver by conduct sub- 
sequent to the loss, and inconsistent with the idea of insisting upon a 
forfeiture for failure to comply with the conditions set forth in the 
policy, be correct. It would follow also, from the principle laid down 
by us, that there was no error in so much of his Honor’s charge as 
relates to the doctrine of waiver by the acts of the defendant’s agents 
after the property was destroyed, and this applies to the thirteenth, 
eighteenth and nineteenth exceptions. 

The defendant excepted to the refusal of the court to submit an issue 
involving the question whether the fact that plaintiff had obtained addi- 
tional insurance in the other four companies was made known to the 
defendant before the fire occurred. It does not appear that the refusal 
of the court to allow the jury to answer such an issue, specifically, de- 
prived the defendant of the opportunity to have presented to the jury 
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any view of the law arising out of the testimony that was material to his 
defense, and there was, therefore, no error in the ruling complained of. 
McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 151; Hmry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 209; Line- 
berger v. Tidwell, 104 N. C., 510; Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 564. 
Indeed, it is apparent that, according to our view of the law governing 
this case, it is not material whether Primrose and Cowper, the president 
and adjuster of the defendant company, or the agent Ramsey had notice 
of the additional insurance before the loss, since it is not denied that 
they had actual notice after the fire, and when Cowper, according to the 
testimony, so acted as to waive the right of the company to insist upon a 

forfeiture of the policy. Besides, it seems that, in order to make 
(479) the issue tendered subserve the proposed purpose, it would be 

necessary now to amend it by interpolating the words “prior to 
the loss,” and it is rather late to amend defective exceptions in this 
Court. 

The ninth exception is stated in the record as follows: 

“During the morning session of the court, and pending the argument 
of counsel, the court gave notice to counsel that no special instructions 
would be considered which were not presented at the convening of court 
for the afternoon session. Near the conclusion of the speech of Mr. 
Mason, who closed for the defendant, just at night, the defendant pre- 
sented an additional special instruction, which was not considered for 
the reason that it was not presented in apt time. Upon the conclusion of 
the speech of Mr. Mason the court took a recess until after supper, when 
Mr. Burton closed for the plaintiff.” 

It was not error to refuse to consider written requests for instructions 
unless presented to the court at or before the close of the testimony. 
Marsh v. Richardson, 106 N. C., 548; Taylor v. Plummer, 105 N. C,, 
56; Powell v. BR. R., 68 N. C., 395. 

The eleventh exception is stated in the record as follows: 

“There was evidence tending to support the eleventh and twelfth 
instructions asked by the defendant. The plaintiff’s evidence tended to 
show that the cost of the goods with five per cent added for cost of trans- 
portation, amounted to $8,218.31, made up of the amount of inventory 
taken of 8 August, 1889, $5,852.71; and subsequent purchases show by 
his ledger account, and certain stocks of goods purchased from assignees, : 
ete. (about $475 worth), $4,007.68, deducting the amount of sales from 
8 August to the time of fire, $1,478.01 in cash sales, and $1,582.10 in 
credit sales, upon which there was an average profit of thirty per cent; 
that his purchases were upon thirty days and four months, and that 

a discount of from one to two per cent could have been obtained 
(480) by purchasing in cash; that the value was, at least, $7,400. 
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“The defendant’s evidence tended to show that the value of the stock 
of goods did not exceed $3,500 or $4,000 at the time of the fire. 

“His Honor charged the jury, on the second issue, that the measure of 
damages was the fair cash value of goods at the time and place of the 
fire, and recapitulated the evidence in extenso as to the respective con- 
tentions of the parties on the question of damages. The defendant ex- 
cepted.” 

The rule laid down in this Court is substantially the same as that stated 
for the Court by Justice Reade in Fowler v. Ins. Co., 74 N. C., 89, and is 
expressed in almost identical language. In that case, as in ours, a stock 
of goods had been destroyed by fire, and the court held that “the measure 
of damages against the defendant 1s the market value of the goods 
(within the amount insured) at the tume and place of the fire.” His 
Honor substituted “fair cash value” for “market value.” We can see no 
material difference between the words used in the opinion referred to 
and the language of the charge. This Court in that case cited May on 
Insurance, sec. 424, and the authority fully sustains the rule announced. 
Wood Insurance, sec. 445, says that one who takes out a policy on a 
stock of goods can recover “only such sum as the goods were actually 
worth at the time of the loss, not what they cost him, not necessarily 
what it would cost him to replace ‘the goods, but the sum which the 
goods were worth when they were destroyed by the casualty insured 
against.” The cost of the property in the market may be shown as one 
of the elements, but not the test, of its value when destroyed, and, on the 
other hand, it is competent for the insurer to prove that there was a 
deterioration in the value of the goods after the purchase and before the 
loss, which, if not resulting merely from temporary depression in the 
market, will tend to establish the value at the time of the fire. 

The damage depends upon the ascertainment of the amount for (481) 
which the property can be sold, and that in turn depends upon its 

actual value at the time and place of the fire. Wood on Insurance, 
p. 765, sec. 445; Ins. Co. v. Transportation Co., 12 Wall. 201. In 
Wynne v. Ins. Co., 71 N. C., 125, the Court construed the statement that 
the jury had found “the value of the stock on hand to be $2,600,” to 
mean just the same as if they had found that “the damage on account of 
the destruction of the goods” was $2,600, thus indirectly giving sanction 
to the rule laid down by the judge below i in this case. 

In Bobbitt v. Ins. Co., 66 N. C., 70, the Court said, “the value of the 
tobacco was what it was worth then and there—what it would have sold 
for then and there”—and it would seem that there is no material differ- 
ence between this rule and the charge of the judge that the “measure of 
damage was the fair cash value at the time and place of the fire.” It is 
not material that the Court declared that the value of a staple, like 
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tobacco, at any particular point might be determined as well in another 
way by ascertaining the price in the usual markets, and deducting stamp 
duty, the cost of transportation, and other usual and necessary expenses. 
But it was not in fact necessary to have passed upon the question of the 
— guantum of damages in that case at all. 

The fact that Mr. Johnson, who was a witness for the defendant, and 
who was present in the bar and aiding the defendant’s counsel in the 
conduct of the case, was not examined to contradict the plaintiff Grubbs 
as to what occurred when he and Cowper came to adjust the loss, was a 
legitimate subject of comment, and it was not error to refuse to stop 
counsel from using the fact as an argument to show that the testimony 
of Grubbs should be believed. 

We understand that the twelfth exception was abandoned. It was, at 
any rate, a waste of time to discuss it. 

Upon a review of all the assignments of error, we think that there is 

not sufficient ground for a new trial. 
(482) No error. 


Merkimon, C, J., dissenting: The policy upon which this action is 
founded contains this provision, which is expressly made a material part 
of the contract of insurance: “This company will not be liable for... 
loss if there be any prior or subsequent insurance, whether valid or 
invalid, without written consent of the company endorsed hereon.” ‘The 
plaintiffs were not inadvertent to this provision. It clearly appears that | 
| they had actual knowledge of and understood its meaning ane purpose. 
It is clear that it was a material part of the contract. 

It is contended, however, by the plaintiffs that the ichendunt waived 
this provision and the condition embodied by it, and this contention is 
founded upon this evidence: “The witness (one of the plaintiffs) then 
proceeded to say, that after insuring in the defendant company he had a 
conversation with Dr. J. N. Ramsey, agent of the defendant company, 
before he took out additional insurance, telling him that he wanted -ad- 
ditional insurance, and that Dr. Ramsey said it would be all right.” 
This witness, in reply to further imterrogatories, objected to by the 
defendant, said “he told Ramsey that he wanted additional insurance in 
the Pelican Insurance Company and the Virginia Fire and Marine In- 
surance Company; the conversation was in his store; that later on he 
said he wanted additional insurance in the Liverpool, London and Globe 
Insurance Company, and in the Mt. Vernon Insurance Company; that 
he did not know who was present, except his clerk, R. T. Gay; that 
Ramsey said it would be all right, so that he did not take out policies 
over three-fourths value of the goods; that he had two conversations with 
Ramsey, and told him that he had an idea of taking additional insur- 
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ance; that he said it was all right; that he told him that he (483) — 
wanted $2,000 in the Virginia Fire and Marine, and $1,000 in 

the Pelican; the second conversation he told him that he wanted $500 
in the Liverpool, London and Globe, and $500 in the. Mt. Vernon; 
that these conversations were before the additional insurance was 
effected.” Another witness said’ he “heard the conversations: between 
Grubbs and Ramsey; Grubbs said that he did not have insurance suffi- 
client; that Ramsey said it was all right, so ee he did not get more 
than three-fourths value of his stock.” 

Dr. J. N. Ramsey, mentioned, testified ‘ ‘that a few days after he is- 
sued tha policy to the plaintiff sued on, Grubbs said to him that he would 
want further insurance; that he said to him that he thought he could 
get it if he wished it; . . . that he did not know that Grubbs was in- 
sured in any other company until after the fire.” 

The plaintiffs obtained additional insurance in other companies, and 
it was. admitted that no written consent was endorsed upon the policy 
sued upon that the plaintiffs might take such or any additional i insur- 
ance upon the property insured by the defendant. 

Now, it seems to me, that putting aside all question as to the authority 
of Ramsey, as agent of the defendant, to. waive the condition in question, 
the evidence accepted as true did not, in any fair view of it, constitute 
- such waiver. The plaintiffs knew of the condition that if they took other 
further insurance without consent on the part of the defendant written 
on the policy sued upon, the latter would be void. They did not ask 
Ramsey, the agent, to waive the condition, to say that further insurance 
might be taken without consent written on the policy, nor did they give 
him or the defendant notice that they had taken further insurance, nor 
did the defendant, or its agent, have such notice until after the loss; 
at most, they only suggested their desire and purpose to obtain more. 
Nor did Ramsey tell them that they might take other insurance without 
having.consent of the defendant endorsed on the policy sued upon, 
and that they might do so without notice to him or the defend- (484) 
ant. The fair and just interpretation of what and all that was 
said by the plaintiffs and Ramsey is, that the former suggested their 
wish and purpose to obtain further insurance, and the latter said, in 
reply, they might do so, not exceeding two-thirds of the value of the 
property insured, in the way and as contemplated by the policy of the 
defendant held by the plaintiffs. Ramsey did not say they they might 
do otherwise. What motive or reason had he to waive the condition ? 
And what reasonable ground was there to merely infer that he did? — 
_ And what just reason had the plaintiffs to believe that the agent con- 
sented to or intended such waiver? And is it not clear that plaintiffs 
carelessly and negligently failed to have the defendant’s consent written 
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on the policy, or that they felt apprehensive that the defendant would 
not consent? Collins v. Ins. Co., 79 N. C., 279; Sugg v. Ins. Co., 98 
N. C., 148; Hansus v. Ins. Co., 111 Ind., 90; Henly v. Ins. Co., 5 Nev., 
268; May Insurance, secs. 369, 372; Wood on Insurance, sec. 496. 

It is further contended that the defendant, after the plaintifis sus- 
tained the loss, waived the condition in question, or is estopped to claim 
and have benefit of the same, in that its agents took steps to ascertain 
the extent of the loss, with a view to pay what it might be liable for upon 
the policy. But the defendant’s agents did not say their purpose was to 
waive the condition; nor was there any fair implication that they did; 
nor was there any consideration for such waiver. The mere fact that 
such inquiry was made could not reasonably or justly be treated as 
such. waiver or an estoppel. The defendant might, without waiving any 
right, or defense, make such inquiry in order to learn what it ought, 
without regard to its legal liability fairly to pay, if anything. It 
might by such inquiry ascertain whether the loss was fairly sustained— 
whether the insurance was too great—whether the stock of goods was 

as great as represented, or whether the same was over-valued, 
(485) etc. Simply such inquiry ought not to conclude the defendant 

as to any proper defense it might have. So far as appears there 
are no considerations, valuable or otherwise, that in their nature do 
or ought to so conclude the defendant. It does not appear that the 
defendant was not in some way prejudiced by the additional i insurance. 
May Ins., sec. 507 (2 Ed.). 

The contract of insurance is plain and unequivocal in the respect in 
question. The plaintiffs clearly understood its meaning and purpose. 
Tt is the duty of the court to uphold and enforce it in its integrity, as 
it affects the rights created by it of both parties. Reasonably and justly 
a waiver of any material part, provision or condition of it, to be effec- 
tual, should appear, not by mere conjecture or inference, but by evidence 
that reasonably tends to prove the same, and the burden in this respect 
is on the plaintiffs. I do not think there was such evidence in this case. 

Per Curiam. Affirmed. 


Cited: Posey v. Patton, 109 N. C., 456; Dibbrell v. Ins. Co., 110 
N. C., 204; Bergeron v. Ins. Co., 111 N. C., 48; Luttrell v. Marton, 112 
N. C., 607; 8. v. Hairston, 121 N. C., 583; Horton v. Ins. Co., 122 
N. C., 504; Perry v. Ins. Co., 182 N. C., 288; Craddock v. Barnes, 142 
N. C., 99; Hart v. R. B., 144 N. C., 92; Black v. Ins. Co., 148 N. C., 
172, 177; Roper v. Ins. Co., 161 N. C., 156; Lumber Co. v. Johnson, 
177 N. C., 51. 
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R. H. and P, BE. GATLIN v. J. H. HARRELL anpD WIFE. 
Deceit in Sale of Land—Damages—Sufficient Cause of Action. 


In an action for damages for deceit practiced in the sale of some land, the 
proof was that the defendant pointed out some lines and boundaries some 
of which were not true, and said a survey showed a certain number of 
acres. There was no proof that defendants knew they were untrue or 
intended to deceive plaintiff, or that the survey did not show the alleged 
number of acres: Held, the action could not be maintained. 


Action tried at Fall Term, 1890, of Epazcomsr, by Whitaker, J. 

Its purpose was to recover damages occasioned by the alleged fraud 
and deceit of the defendants perpetrated upon the feme plaintiff 
in the sale to her of the tract of land mentioned in - com- (486) 
plaint. The pleadings raised issues of fact. 

The only evidence produced on the trial was as ‘aiswae 

R. H. Gatlin, for plaintiff: “Bought land from John H. Harrell, the 
defendant, about 27 July, 1888; before the time, he was to see me two 
or three times In regard to it; he described the land to me. I walked 
down the canal with him and he pointed out to me a corner between him 
and his brother George Harrell; he said the other corner was a pine 
stump on the road near an old steam-mill; before that time he pointed 
out two trees—a pine and a maple—on the line between him and Fred 
Boyett; these were the lines of the land he sold me; he gave me an obli- 
gation to make title upon payment of purchase-money, and he made 
a deed; before deed was made he also showed me another corner, on the 
west of this tract, or, in other words, the corner between him and Boyett; 
he also showed me some line-trees between him and his brother George, 
the corner on the road from Tarboro to Goose Nest; Boyett’s land on 
the south of this corner; land since sold me by Boyett on the west; he 
said the tract had been surveyed and contained 115 acres. These cor- 
ners and lines pointed out to me were not the true corners and lines, ex- 
cept the line on the east side of this land between him and George Har- 
rell.” Deed from John H. Harrell and Martha E. Harrell to Penelope E. 
Gatlin, dated 29 August, 1888, B. 65, p. 400, introduced. Grant of 640 
acres land, John Smith, dated 1 March, 1780, introduced. Deed from 
John Smith to Blake B. Wiggins, dated 26 January, 1785, introduced. 
Deed from Blake B. Wiggins and wife to John Burnett, 19 February, | 
1782, introduced.. Deed from John Burnett to Thomas Bryan, 26 Sep- 
tember, 1805, introduced. Deed from John Burnett to Arthur Staton, - 
April, 1798, introduced. Deed from John Burnett to Wm. Jones, B. 8, 
p. 72, Edgecombe Record, introduced. Here, in answer to a ques- 
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(487) tion from the court, and before plaintiffs had closed their case, 

it was admitted that the deed from John H. Harrell and Martha 
E. Harrell to Penelope E. Gatlin, dated 22 August, 1888, was taken by 
grantees in execution of previous contract to convey land as pointed out 
to them by grantors. It thereupon was suggested by the court that 
plaintiffs could not recover in this action. The plaintiffs submitted to a 
nonsuit and appealed to the Supreme Court. 


G. M. T. Fountain (by brief) for Dawa, 
A. Ht. Battle for defendant. 


Merrimuon, O. J. The gist, and largely the substance of the plaintiffs’ 
alleged cause of action consists in the false and fraudulent representa-_ 
tions of the defendants to the feme plaintiff, in which she confided and 
on which she acted, as to the lines, corner and line-trees and the quan- 
tity of the tract of land they sold and conveyed to her as alleged. The 
defendants in their answer broadly and much in detail denied the ma- 
terial allegations of the complaint. No question was raised before or: 
on the trial as to whether the plaintiffs alleged, or sufficiently alleged, 
a good cause of action, as their counsel now seems to suppose. The non- 
suit was not founded upon such ground, certainly so far as appears. The 
plaintiffs produced such evidence as they could, or saw fit to do, and 
thereupon the court intimated the opinion that they could not recover, 
and they submitted to a judgment of nonsuit, as they might do. 

We think the suggestion of the court was well founded. The whole 
of the evidence accepted as true did not in any reasonable view of it 
prove the alleged fraud and deceit. The proof was that the defendants 
pointed out to the plaintiff certain corners and line-trees and lines of 

the tract so sold, and that these or some of them were not the true 
(488) ones; but there is nothing to prove that the defendants knew that 

they were not the true ones, nor that they fraudulently intended 
to mislead, deceive and get advantage of the feme plaintiff. The proof 
further was that the defendants “said the tract had been surveyed and 
contained one hundred and fifteen acres.” There was nothing to prove 
that it had not been surveyed, or that it did not contain that quantity. 
The mere fact that the defendants pointed out corners and lines not the 
true ones, could not of itself prove fraud and deceit, especially in the 
total absence of proof that the tract conveyed did not contain the quan- 
tity of land specified in the deed as “containing 115 acres, more or less.” 
Indeed, there was no proof, so far as appears, as to the quantity of land 
the defendants contracted to sell to the feme plaintiff, or what quantity 
they conveyed, otherwise than as shown by the deed put in evidence. 
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There was no proof to sustain the material allegations of the com- 
plaint. In the absence of such proof, it is obvious the plaintiffs could 
not recover, and the court hence properly intimated that they could not. 
There must be probata as well as allegata. | 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Tarault v. Seip, 188 N. C., 368, 875. 


(489), 
W. H. 8S. BURGWYN vy. DANIEL HALL anp H. T. JENKINS. 


Damages — False Arrest—N onresidents — Insolvent Debtors—Constitu- 
tion — Imprisonment for Debt — Assignment — Discharge—Fraud— 
Tort—Trustee—The Code—H omestead. 


1. In an action for damages for a false arrest, the plaintiff obtained an order 
for the arrest of the defendants, who were nonresidents. They, being 
unable to give bail, filed their petition to be allowed the benefits of this 
statute relating to insolvent debtors: Held, they were entitled to the 
benefits of such statute. 


2. There is, under the Constitution, no imprisonment for debt in this State, _ 

| except in cases of fraud, and in such cases the defendant in arrest may be 
discharged, either by giving bail or surrendering his property for the 
benefit of creditors, as provided by statute. 


3. The statute entitled ‘‘Insolvent Debtors” protects from future arrest for the 
Same such aS have surrendered their property, though after-acquired prop- 
erty may be subject to execution and sale, in proper cases. 


4, Every person taken or charged on any order of arrest for default of bail, or 
on surrender of bail in any action, and every person taken or charged in 
execution or arrest for any debt. or damage rendered in any action what- 
soever, is entitled to the benefits of the chapter entitled “Insolvent 
Debtors.” 

5. The benefits of the statute extend as well to those arrested for torts as for 

debt, and the debt growing out of one is no more a debt and no more 
entitled to extraordinary process for its collection than the other. 


6. In order to prevent undue preference in favor of parties whose debts are 
already ascertained, the proper remedy of the party seeking to establish 
and secure his damages for tort is to have a trustee appointed, under The 
Code, secs. 2957, 2977, and 2981, to hold and distribute among creditors 
when and as soon as all debts are ascertained. 


7. The benefits of the statute are not confined to the residents of this State, but 
nonresidents cannot take the benefits of the homestead and personal prop- 
erty exemptions ; nor are they entitled here to any exemptions given by the 
laws of their own State. | 


Davis, J., and Avery, J., dissented. 
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(490) Avprzan from an order made by Whitaker, J., in an action 
| pending in Vance. | 

The plaintiff brought his action against the defendants, who are non- 
residents of this State, to recover damages for an alleged injury to his 
person, done and procured to be done by them. In the course of the 
action he obtained an order for their arrest, and they were duly arrested, 
and, failing to give bail, as allowed by law, they are held in the common 
jail of the county of Vance, in which county the action was brought. 
The defendants filed their petition, therein alleging the material facts in 
the Superior Court of said county, in which the action mentioned is 
pending, praying that they may be allowed the benefit of the statute 
(The Code, ch. 27) entitled “Insolvent Debtors.” The plaintiff opposes 
the application of the defendants, denies that they are insolvent, and 
insists that, inasmuch as it appears that they are nonresidents of this 
State, and the cause of action on account whereof they are arrested and 
held is a tort, they are not entitled to the benefits of the statute they | 
invoke, 

The court gave judgment denying the application of the defendants to 
be discharged from custody, and they appealed to this Court. 


W. H. Cheek, A. C. Zollicoffer, and W. R. Henry for plaintiffs. | 
T. T. Hicks and Pittman & Shaw for defendants. 


Merrimon, C. J. The Constitution (Art. I, sec. 16) provides that 
“There shall be no imprisonment for debt in this State, except in cases 
of fraud.” The Legislature, observing this provision, has provided by 
statute (The Code, sec. 291) that in civil actions, founded upon particu- 
lar causes of action specified, the defendant may, under an order of 
arrest duly obtained, be arrested and held in custody, unless he shall, as 
he may do in the way prescribed, give bail “by causing a written 

(491) undertaking, payable to the plaintiff, to be executed by sufficient 

surety, to the effect that the defendant, shall at all times render 
himself amenable to the process of the court during the pendency of the 
action, and to such as may be issued to enforce the judgment therein” ; 
and he may likewise be arrested in execution upon a judgment in the 
cases specified, as prescribed by the statute (The Code, secs. 442, 447, 
448, par. 3); otherwise, parties in civil actions cannot be arrested unless 
for contempt. 

But another statute, entitled “Insolvent Debtors” (The Code, secs. 
2942, 2981), provides, generally, that every insolvent debtor may, in the 
way prescribed, “assion”—surrender—his estate for the benefit of all his — 
creditors, and that his person may thereafter be exempt from arrest or 
imprisonment on account of any judgment previously rendered or of 
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any debts previously contracted. It would seem that this statute is 
unnecessary as to honest debtors, because the constitutional provision 
above recited relieves such sehtors from imprisonment. Such surrender 
of his property by an insolvent debtor for the benefit of his creditors, as 
to debts and judgments existing before such surrender, would relieve him 
from possible future annoyance and arrest on account of such debts, 
although property he might thereafter acquire might be liable to levy 
and sale to pay the same in proper eases. But the benefits of this chapter 
are not confined to simply insolvent debtors so designated; such benefits 
are extended to other classes of persons held in arrest in civil actions. 
The statute cited (The Code, sec. 2951) prescribes that “the following 
persons are entitled to the benefits of this chapter: 

“1. Every person taken or charged on any order of arrest for default 
or bail, or on surrender of bail in any action. 

me Every person taken or charged i in execution of arrest for any debt 
or damages rendered in any action whatever.” 

It is to be observed that this provision enlarges the general purpose of 
the statute by extending the same to the classes of persons specified: 
First, to “every person taken or charged (not yet arrested) on 
any order of arrest for default of bail”; secondly, to every person (492) 
whose bail has surrendered him, as allowed by the statute; thirdly, 
to “every person taken or charged (but not yet taken) in execution of 
arrest for any debt or damages rendered in any action whatever,” as 
allowed by the statute (The Code, secs. 442, 447, 448, par. 3). The 
terms—all of them—thus extending the purpose of the statute are as 
broad and sweeping as they well can be. They do not, in any view of 
them as to the purpose intended, imply limitation or discrimination. 
They plainly embrace “every person” taken or charged to be arrested 
by virtue of “any order of arrest”—not specially for a tort, or for fraud, 
or other particular cause of action as to which a person may be arrested, 
but for any cause of action, no matter what may be its nature, if the 
person is arrested in a case wherein he may lawfully be so. They, in 
plain, strong terms, embrace any such arrest made or ordered to be made 
in any action whatever, that is, any action in which a person—a party— 
may be so arrested. There is a total absence of words or phraseology of 
limitation or discrimination in the section of the statute just recited, or in 
the statute, or elsewhere, that confines its benefits to persons so arrested 
or to be arrested as fraudulent debtors. Nor is there anything in the 
nature or purpose of the statute that reasonably, much less necessarily, 
implies such limitation. Its general purpose is to relieve honest insol- 
vent debtors from arrest on account of debts and judgments against them 
existing at and before the time they make a surrender of their property 
as prescribed. The purpose of the particular section of the statute under 
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consideration is to relieve a party to an action arrested or presently sub- 
ject to arrest, or “in execution of arrest for any debt or damage rendered 
in any action whatever,” upon a surrender of his property in the way 
prescribed. In such case the party arrested and so seeking relief must 
notify the creditors or plaintiff. at whose suit he is arrested, but 
(493) he may or may not notify other creditors of his application’ to 
surrender his property and be discharged from arrest, and only 
such creditors as may be so notified will be affected by his ‘discharge. 
The Code, sec. 2955. The principal relief sought in such case by the 
party arrested is to be discharged from arrest in the action brought by 
the creditor at whose instance he was arrested. And he is entitled to 
such discharge upon the honest surrender of his property in the way pre- 
scribed, whether the cause of action on account of which he was arrested 
was a fraudulent debt, or a tort, or of other nature as to which he might 
be arrested. The statute (The Code, sec. 2952) so expressly provides. 
It, in broadest terms, embraces “every person taken or charged as in the 
preceding section (that above described) specified.” 
It is insisted, however, that the several sections of the statute pertinent 
to that (section 2951) above recited, mention and refer in terms only to 
debtors and creditors, and do not in like express terms mention or refer 
to persons arrested or to be arrested for causes of action other than a 
fraudulent debt, and, therefore, persons arrested or to be arrested for 
such other causes of action are not entitled to the benefits of this statute. 
The terms “debtor and creditor” are employed generally in varying con- 
nections throughout the statute to designate the classes of persons to be 
affected by it, and such terms are not modified so as to make them per- 
tinently and expressly applicable to persons arrested seeking benefit of 
the statute. It seems that the Legislature, in enlarging and extending 
the purpose of the statute so as to embrace all persons arrested and to be 
arrested in civil actions, probably by inadvertence, failed to use the most 
appropriate terms to effectuate and harmonize the details of its purpose; 
but such failure, and the use of the not very precise words, debtor and 
creditor, in matters of detail, cannot be allowed to modify and abridge 
.. by mere implication the meaning and application of the plain, 
(494) strong and comprehensive words and phraseology employed in 
the section extending the benefit of the statute to all persons so 
arrested. As we have said, such purpose appears clearly by explicit and 
the most comprehensive terms; and, moreover, 1t appears from the nature 
of the matter. Why should a person guilty of fraud in contracting a 
debt on which an action is founded, when he shall be arrested on that 
account, as he may be, have the benefit of the statute under considera- 
tion, and another person arrested in an action brought to recover dam- 
ages for an injury to person or character, or for injuring or for wrong- 
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fully taking, detaining or converting property, not have the like benefit ? 
Can any just; or even plausible, reason be suggested for such distinction ? 
Clearly, the Legislature had no intention to exclude any person arrested 
in a civil action for any of the causes specified in the statute (The Code, 
sec. 291) from such benefit. None appears from its terms or by reason- 
able inference or implication. 

The term “debtor and creditor,” employed generally and without pre- 
cision in the statute as to persons arrested in civil actions, must be taken 
as meaning and applying to the plaintiff and defendant ‘ti the action in 
which the defendant shall be so arrested. They imply the plaintiff’s 
claiming and suing for damages for which the defendant is liable to him. 
Such interpretation is allowable and reasonable, with a view to effectuate 
the intention of the statute as to persons so arrested. | 

When and as soon as the plaintiff obtains judgment for damages in 
such case, he at once becomes a judgment creditor of the defendant, and 
then he comes within the words of the section of the statute recited 
above. The second clause thereof expressly embraces “every person | 
taken or charged in execution of arrest for any debt or damages rendered 
in any action whatever.” Thus, persons “in execution of arrest” for 
fraudulent debts (they could not be arrested for or on account of 
noe debts) and for “damages rendered in any action what- (495) © 
ever,” are expressly put on the same footing. 

It j is further said that the plaintiff in an action for injury to the per- 
son, before trial, has no debt and may never obtain judgment; and, it is 
asked, to what end shall the defendant, arrested in such action, surrender 
his property as contemplated by the statute and be discharged, and how 
shall his property so surrendered, or the proceeds of the sale thereof by 
the trustee, be distributed as between the plaintiff (who has no. debt or 
judgment) and other creditors of the defendant? It is hence insisted 
that the defendant is. not entitled to the benefit of the statute. In such 
— ease the statute contemplates that the defendant may surrender his prop- 
erty and be discharged, and thus he may have the benefit of the principal 
object to be attained. His property so surrendered will pass to a trustee, 
to be appointed as prescribed by the statute (The Code, sees. 2957, 2977, 
2981), to be applied for the benefit of his creditors, including the plain- 
tiff in the action, when he shall obtain judgment. The distribution of 
the assets of the defendant may, if need be, be stayed until plaintiff’s 
action shall be tried. If he shall obtain judgment, he will share in the 
distribution of the assets; if he shall not, then the assets will be dis- 
tributed to the defendant’s creditors; and if there be any surplus, the 
same will be returned to him. The statute so intends. 

The difficulty and objection suggested are no greater, or otherwise, 
. substantially, than it would have been if the cause of action sued upon 
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had been a fraudulent debt contracted by the defendant. Indeed, in any 
case or proceeding involving a distribution of the assets of an insolvent | 
debtor, the distribution might be stayed until a disputed claim could be 
litigated and determined. Besides, provisions of a statute affecting its 
details, not altogether practicable, but not essential to its effectiveness, 

and the absence of like provisions, will not be allowed to defeat 
(496) or abridge its purpose clearly appearing. It is the duty of the 

court to give it full effect, 1f this be at all practicable, and, to that 
end, to interpret its terms and phraseology in the hght of, and with a 
view to, 1ts purpose. 

We think it clear that the provisions of the statute under consideration 
extend to and embrace every person arrested or to be arrested in a civil 
action on account of any cause of action specified in the statute (The 
Code, sec. 291). If the contention of the plaintiff should be allowed to 
prevail, no person arrested before judgment in the action could have 
benefit of the statute, unless he should be arrested on account of a fraudu- 
lent debt. If the purpose had been to so limit its application, it would 
have so declared—it certainly would not have employed such explicit 
and comprehensive terms to express its narrow and exclusive meaning. 

Nor are the benefits of the statute confined to residents of this State. 
There is no provision in it, or any other statute, within our knowledge, 
that in terms or by reasonable implication declares that a nonresident 
shall not be discharged from arrest in a civil action if he makes the com- 
plete surrender of his estate as prescribed. 

The defendants, being nonresidents, are not entitled to homestead and 
personal property exemptions. Such exemptions are allowed only in 
favor of persons having residence in this State. Baker v. Leqget, 98 
N. C., 304; Finley v. Saunders, 1b., 462. Nor are they entitled to such 
exemptions here, under any statute of the State of Georgia, they being 
citizens of that State. Such statute could not secure to them in this 
State exemptions of property against the rights of creditors. In some 
respects, the courts of this State, upon principles of comity, will admin- 
ister the laws of another State in the distribution of the property of 

deceased persons who were citizens of the latter State, but they 
(497) will do so subject to the rights of citizens of this State. Medley v. 
Dunlap, 90 N. C., 527; Sempson v. Cureton, 97 N. C., 112. 

The defendants are entitled to be discharged from arrest when they 
make surrender of their property as specified in their respective accounts 
of the same. To the end the same may be received and disposed of 
according to law, the court should appoint a trustee for that purpose, as 
prescribed by the statute (The Code, secs. 2957, 2977, 2980). 
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No harm can come from the construction we have given the statute, 
because it is always in the power of the plaintiff to suggest fraud and 
have an issue submitted and defendant held (in default of bail) till it 
is found that a full disclosure has been made. 

There is error. The defendants are entitled to make surrender of their 
property and be discharged from arrest according to law. 

Reversed. | 


Davis, J., dissenting: I cannot concur in the opinion that the defend- 
ants are entitled, before judgment rendered, to the benefit of chapter 27 
of The Code. It is manifest and, I suppose, will be conceded that the 
relation of creditor and debtor cannot exist, if ever, till “after judg- 
ment,” when, if the plaintiff shall recover damages, he will become “a 
judgment creditor” and the defendants will become “judgment debtors.” 
I think chapter 27 of The Code can only apply when the relation of 
creditor and debtor exists by reason of a contract, express or implied, or 
when the relation is established by a “judgment rendered” for the 
recovery of unliquidated damages, or in an action ex ‘delicto. I think 
this plainly appears from the title of the original act (Laws 1868-69, 
ch. 162) and the context of the act. This Court can only construe and 
declare the law; it cannot make law, and section 2951 of The Code is to 
receive the broad construction given to it, without reference to the con- 
text or subject-matter of the chapter; then it must apply to any 
action whatever; and the person under arrest, whether debtor, (498) 
tort-feasor, or criminal, is entitled to discharge, for there is noth- 
ing but the context and subject-matter that restricts the section to civil 
actions, and these plainly restrict it to insolvents against whom there is 
a “previously” rendered “judgment” or a “previously contracted debt.” 
No one would insist that a person under arrest in a criminal action 
would be entitled to the benefit of the act, and yet, it seems to me, this 
would be no more in conflict with the chapter relating to crimes than 
with the chapter on arrest and bail. I think it is inconsistent with either, 
When any unadjudicated claim, whether ex contractu or ex delicto, be- 
comes a debt by the ascertainment and judgment of court, the relation 
of creditor is established, and the debtor is entitled to the benefit of the 
act. Section 2952 provides only for the discharge upon compliance with 
chapter 27 of The Code; and, without enumerating the provisions to be 
complied with, there 1s not one of them that is not predicated upon a 
previously contracted debt or a previously rendered judgment. If these 
defendants had been arrested at the suit of some creditor (the plaintiff 
cannot be a creditor until and unless he becomes such by’ judgment yet 
to be rendered), there can nowhere be found in the statute a provision 
by which they can notify the plaintiff in this action, or any one else 
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against whom they may have committed a tort, and obtain their discharge 
as against the claim for damages which the person wronged may have till 
after judgment rendered. 

Tt is well settled that the constitutional provision prohibiting imprison- 
ment for debt, except for fraud, has no application to actions for torts. 
Long v. McLean, 88 N. C., 3, and cases cited; Kinney v. Laughenour, 97 
N. ©., 326, and cases cited. If a person arrested upon a charge of fraud 
is not entitled to discharge before trial, why should one arrested for tort 

be so entitled? Before an order of arrest can be made, the plain- 
_ (499) tiff is required to give bond, with security, for the protection of 

the defendant, and upon which he may have redress if it shall be 
found by the judgment that the plaintiff is not entitled to recover. 
Would the condition of this bond be canceled by the discharge of the. 
defendant before judgment? I think not; and if the defendant is held 
to bail for a tort, I think he can only be discharged, before judgment, 
by complying with section 298 of The Code, as a criminal punished by 
fine and costs can only be discharged after judgment for fine and costs. 

Section 2951 is the only section relied on for the discharge of the 
defendants. That section declares what “persons shall be entitled to the 
benefit of this chapter.” The first section of the chapter (section 2942 
of The Code) provides that the insolvent may file his petition, etc., pray- 
ing that his estate may be assigned for the benefit of all his creditors, 
and “that his person may. thereafter be exempt from arrest or imprison- 
ment on account of any judgment previously rendered or of any debt 
previously contracted.” Section 2950 provides that the person of the 
insolvent, by the order of discharge, “shall forever thereafter be exempted — 
from arrest or imprisonment on account of any judgment or debt due at 
the time of such order, or contracted for before that tyme, though payable 
afterwards,’ except the provision in section 2967 in favor of the putative 
father of a bastard, or person committed for fine and costs in criminal 
actions. I am unable, after a careful examination of the statute which 
we are called upon to construe, to find a section or sentence that will 
extend its “benefit” to any insolvent person on account of any judgment 
not yet rendered, or any debt not yet contracted. There is as yet no 
judgment rendered or debt existing against the defendants, and (give to 
~ gection 2951 the broadest possible construction and the “benefit” pre- 
scribed in sections 2942 and 2950 does not extend to them), I think, 
unless we mean to extend the “benefit” of a statute which, by its clear 

and unmistakable language, limits it to sudgments previously 
(500) rendered or debts previously contracted to judgment for damages 
hereaftér to be rendered, the defendants do not come within its 
“benefit.” If the language of the statute limits the “benefit,” I do not 
think we can extend it by construction so as to include the defendants, 
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unless persons against whom damages are claimed and sought to be 
recovered for alleged torts, however grievous they may be, are to find, 
before judgment (and by the action of a debtor) a benefit that can no- 
where be found in favor of an insolvent debtor. 

The defendants have been lawfully arrested, before judgment, in action 
ex delicto for a tort, and the action is still pending: which distinguishes 
it from Houston v. Walsh, 79 N. C., 35, which, I think, by the clearest 
implication, sustains the view presented by me. Being lawfully in arrest 
for a tort, they cannot be discharged, except as allowed in the chapter on 
arrest and bail, or until it is determined by judgment whether there are 
damages or not, when, of course, they will be discharged, if there are 
none, or if there shall be iudgment making them judgment debtors, when 
they will be entitled to the benefits of chapter 27 of The Code. In the 
present case the insolvent may have no assets to distribute, but if there 
were, I know of no provision by which they could be distributed, except 
among creditors existing at the time of the application for discharge, 
but cases may arise in which our decision may be of vast interest to per- 
sons who may be greatly damaged by tort-feasors; and, having a decided 
conviction as to the construction to be placed upon the statute, I have | 
felt it my duty to enter my dissent to that placed upon it by the Court. 


_ Avery, J. I concur in ie opinion of my brother, Davis. 
Per Curiam. | Reversed. 


Cited: Fertilizer Co. v. Grubbs, 114 N. C., 472; Oakley v. Lasater, 
172 N. C., 97. | 


| | (501) 
PASCHAL DAVIE eEt at. v. JONATHAN DAVIS 


Res Judicata—J ustice of the Peace—Nonsuit—Dismissing an Action— 
Merits of the Case—Pleading—Hvidence. 


1. A judgment of a justice of the peace dismissing an action is not necessarily 
a nonsuit; and evidence of what proceedings were had is admissible, to be 
inquired into upon a plea of res judicata. 


2. There was a judgment in the court of a justice of the peace dismissing the 
action as to one of the defendants; in a subsequent action, upon the same 
note, there was an appeal to the Superior Court, which found the facts, by 
consent, that in the first action there had been a trial on the merits, and a 
judgment rendered therein to the effect that there was no obligee in the 
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bond sued on. The court further found that the justice did not hear any 
evidence of the equitable claim of the plaintiffs: Held, that this finding is 
conclusive. 


8. The fact that the plaintiffs had other merits in this case does not prevent 
the estoppel of res nes they should have developed their case in full 
in the first trial. 


4, The judgment concludes the parties as to all matters which were pleaded, or 
should have been, in the first action. 


Acrton tried before Boykin, J., at January Term, 1891, of Granviize, 
on an appeal from a justice of the peace. 

By agreement, the case was withdrawn from the jury and submitted to 
his Honor to find the facts. | 

Plaintiffs introduced a bond for $200, signed by N. H. Whitfield and 
defendant Davis, which had been assigned to them. Defendant admitted 
that it was his signature, but alleged that the bond was void, for that 
there was no payee or obligee named on the bond when he signed it; 

S. V. Ellis, witness for defendant, testified that in May, 1890, at 
request of plaintiffs, he issued summons against N. H. Whitfield and 
Jonathan Davis, the defendants in this action. On the trial of the 

cause, 9 June, 1890, both parties introduced witnesses, and, after 
(502) hearing the testimony, he gave judgment against Whitfield and 

dismissed the cause as to Davis; that he based his judgment solely 
on the fact that there was no payee panied in the bond at the time of its 
execution by defendant, and he did not take into consideration the fact 
that, though the bond was void, defendant had put it into the power of 
Whitfield to borrow money from a third party. Plaintiffs objected to 
witness testifying as to what occurred before him on trial, and his inten- 
tion and reasons for rendering the judgment, as the judgment spoke for 
itself. Objection overruled, Exception. 


J. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 
L. C. Edwards and J. B. Batchelor for defendant. 


Crark, J. The defendant pleaded that the matter was res judicata. 
The former judgment was as follows: “This cause came on for trial, 
after hearing the evidence, it is adjudged that this warrant be dismissed 
as to Jonathan Davis.” And there was further judgment that the plain- 
tiffs recover of the other defendant, in that action, the amount of the 
bond sued on, with interest and costs. The plaintiff insisted that this 
was, as to Jonathan Davis, merely a judgment of nonsuit, and excepted 
to the admission of evidence as to the proceedings had before the justice. 
“Evidence of what a justice meant by the judgment in the former action 
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is improper, for the entry must speak for itself. But it is otherwise as 
to the fact whether the merits were inquired into upon rendering it.” 
Ferrell v. Underwood, 18 N. C., 111. This was cited and approved in 
Justice v. Justice, 25 N. C., 58; Massey v. Lemon, 27 N, C., 557; Carr v. 
Woodltef, 51 N. C., 400, and 3 in other cases. 

By consent, the sour found the facts. It found “that there had (503) 
been a trial on the merits upon the issues involved in this action, 
and a judgment heretofore had and rendered between the parties 
hereto, to wit, before a justice of the peace in this county, on 9 June, 
1890; that said justice rendered his said judgment solely and entirely 
upon ‘the ground that it was proven to his satisfaction that there was no 
obligee named in the bond at the time the defendant executed the same, 
and that said justice did not hear or consider any equitable claim that 
the plaintiffs had against the defendant on account of his having exe- 
cuted said bond.” This is conclusive, nor is the latter part contradictory. 
Unless the former proceeding was terminated by a nonsuit, the judgment 
therein is conclusive, and it is not a nonsuit necessarily because in form 
a judgment against the plaintiffs. It is found that the plaintiffs failed 
on the merits, and, though they may have had other merits or an equita- 
ble ground of maintaining the action, it was their own fault they did not 
present it on the trial, nor appeal from the judgment. 

The judgment not being a nonsuit, it concludes the parties, not only 
as to all matters pleaded, but as to all which could or should have been. 

No error. 


Cited: Hinson v. Powell, 109 N. C., 537; Johnson v. Loftin, 111 
N.C., 823. 


(504) 
PATTERSON, RENCHER & CO. v. A. L. GOOCH er at. 


Married Woman—Contract to Bind Her Personal Property—Jurisdic- 
tion of a Justice of the Peace—Plea of Coverture, When Set Up— 
Practice—H quity. 


1. The remedy for debt against a married woman, by which it is sought to 
charge her separate personal property, cannot be had in the court of a jus- 
tice of the peace. 


2. The plea of coverture may be set up for the first time in . the Superior Court 
- and after the lapse of several terms, when, at the trial before the justice 
of the peace, the defendant’s counsel said he would enter all pleas to which 

the defendant (who was absent) might be entitled, and appealed. 
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3. The principle that it would be inequitable to allow a feme defendant to keep 
the goods, the price of which is the subject of the action, and at the same 
time resist an action for the recovery of such price, cannot be invoked 
where it is not Shown that she still has possession of the goods. 


Action tried on appeal from a justice of the peace at the January © 
Term, 1891, of Granvitze, before Poul Ju, a jury trial having been 
waived by the parties. 

The plaintiffs brought two actions before a ne of the peace on 
93 April, 1890, against the defendants A. L. Gooch and E. C. Gooch, 
trading as A. L. Gooch & Co., one to recover $167.20 and interest from 
14 October, 1889, and the other to recover $82.20, with interest from 
12 November, 1889, due by open account. 

The defendants did not appear at the trial, except by counsel, who 
said, as defendants were not present and he had just been retained, he 
would enter all defenses to which they might be entitled, and fudemente 
were rendered against them, from which they afterwards appealed to the 
‘Superior Court, and the defendant EK. C. Gooch gave an undertaking to 
stay execution on appeal. 

In the Superior Court the plaintiffs moved to dismiss the appeal, 
because the notice of appeal served referred to only one judgment, and 
that as having been rendered 23 April, 1890, whereas two judgments 
were rendered, and both of these on 24 April and none on 23 April. His 
Honor overruled the motion, and plaintiffs excepted. Thereupon a jury 
trial was waived in both cases, and both cases were tried as one by his 
Honor, by consent of the parties. 

Plaintiffs proved their claims, and when és constable went to levy 
the execution obtained on his ‘ndgments upon the stock of goods of the 

defendants, they were claimed by defendant E. C. Gooch, and 
(505) then introduced the following correspondence: 


Bartimore, 3 October, 1889. 
Mr. A. L. Gooou, Dabney, N. C. 

Dear Sir:—We respectfully ask you to make a statement of your 
financial condition by answering the questions on the other side as a 
basis of credit for any present or future transaction you may have 
with us. | Parrerson, RensHaw & Co. 

Received 11 Geishee: 1889. 


The questions and answers were answered entirely by A. L. Gooch, 
there being no evidence that E. C. Gooch knew anything about them. 
Plaintiffs also proved that this statement had been made and delivered 
to plaintiffs by defendant A. L. Gooch, and that the goods, the price of 
which was here sued for, were sold to defendants on the faith of this 7 


statement, and rested his case. 
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The defendants’ counsel then stated that they would make no objection 
to judgments being entered against A. L. Gooch, but offered to show that 
defendant E. C. Gooch was a married woman, the wife of A. L. Gooch. 
Plaintiff objected to this evidence, because the plea of coverture, not 
having been set up in the justice’s court, ought not to be allowed to be 
set up in the Superior Court, or that it was, at most, in the discretion of 
his Honor to allow it, or not, to be set up, and that this was the third 
term since the appeal had been docketed. His Honor held that he had 
no discretion in the matter and was bound to admit the plea and receive 
the evidence, as it appeared from the return to the notice of appeal that 
defendants’ attorney had put in before the justice of the peace all 
defenses to which defendants might be entitled. Plaintiffs ex- (506) 
cepted. Defendants then proved that A. L. Gooch and E. C. 
Gooch were husband and wife, and were so on and since 3 October, 1889. 
Plaintiffs insisted that, the defendants being husband and wife and 
partners in trade, the husband was, as partner, the agent of the wife, 
and, as such agent and partner, had power to bind her, and that the 
letter to plaintiffs was such written consent to her entering into the con- 
tract as the statute law requires; that it would be a fraud upon creditors 
to allow her, after such representations on the part of her husband, 
plainly implying that she was either a man or a feme sole, to set up the 
defense of coverture; that the statutes and law against a feme covert 
binding herself, and against her being sued in the court of a justice of 
the peace, do not apply to a case like the present, where she is engaged 
with her husband as a partner in trade, and, when sued on a debt con- 
tracted by representations that she was a man, or feme sole. 

His Honor was of opinion that the action could not be maintained 
~ against the defendant E. C. Gooch on account of her coverture, and - 
plaintiffs, having excepted to his rulings, assigned the same as error, 
and appealed. 


TT. T. Hicks (by brief) for plaintoffs. 
John W. Graham for defendants. 


Cuarx, J. The plaintiff contends that the statement set out in the 
record is in effect a written consent on the part of the husband, and, the 
nature of the contract being such as necessarily to imply a charge upon 
the wife’s personal estate, that the feme defendant is hable by virtue of 
The Code, sec. 1826. We need not decide how that may be, for if we 
- eoncede that it is so, the remedy cannot be sought in a court of a justice 
of the peace. Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300; Dee ance V. Shields, 


106: N. C., 289. 
859 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
BHuLiss v. McADAMS 


(507) The cases cited by the appellant in support of his position that 

it was in the discretion of the court below to allow or refuse the 
plea of coverture because not made at the first term (Neville v. Pope, 
95 N. C., 346, and Vick v. Pope, 81 N. C., 22) only go to the extent that 
after judgment it is too late for the coverture to be set up, unless there 
has been excusable neglect, mistake, fraud, or the like. 

Nor will the principle laid down in Burns v. McGregor, 90 N. C., 225, 
that it would be a fraud to let the feme defendant keep the goods and set 
up the defense of coverture against an action for recovery of the price 
of them, avail the plaintiff, for it is not shown that the feme defendant, 
or the firm of which she is a member, now has in possession any of the 
goods for the price of which this action is brought, nor is this an action 
of claim and delivery for the specific goods. It was competent for the 
judge to refuse to dismiss the appeal. Marsh v. Cohen, 68 N. C., 243; 
Richardson v. R. R., 82 N. vy 243. 

Per Curiam. No error. 


Cited: Cotton Mills v. Cotton Mills, 116 N. C., 649; McLeod v. Wil- 
liams, 122 N. C., 458; Harvey v. Johnson, 133 N. C., 360; Rutherford 
v. Ray, 147 N. C., 260. 


_C. M. EULISS v. JOSEPH McADAMS., 


Deed—Description—Parol Evidence to Locate Boundaries—Surveyor— 
| Junior Deed. 


1. Designating land by the name it is called is a saiieiest description to 
enable its location to be determined by parol proof. 


2. Reference to one deed in another for purpose of description is equivalent to 
incorporating and setting out its description in full. 


3. For the purpose of showing lines and boundaries, it is scompevent. to ghow 
where the surveyor actually ran. 


4. A junior deed is not competent to establish the corner of a tract described 
in an older deed. 


, Action to recover damage for trespass, and involving title, tried at 
Fall Term, 1890, of Aramancz, before MacRae, J. 

The descriptions contained in the deeds offered by the plaintiff to show 

title are set forth in the opinion. The defendant contended 

(508) that the deeds were void for uncertainty in all of the descriptions. 
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It was admitted that the defendant owned the land joining this tract, 
and, while the plaintiff was required to prove his title, the main conten- 
tion between the parties was as to the location of their adjoining lines, 
as will appear by the plat attached to the record. 

Plaintiff also offered a deed from D. W. Huffman and wife to defend- 
ant for 105 acres, 8 April, 1870, and another deed from same to same 
for 100 acres, more or less, 21 March, 1874, and a grant to William 
' Mebane for 400 acres, March, 1795, and a deed from John Huffman to 
Daniel Huffman in 1808, and much testimony as to the location of 
defendant’s land, for the purpose of establishing as a fact that the 
defendant’s land stopped at X on the plat, and not at Y, as claimed by 
defendant. 

The defendant, during the cross-examination of one of plaintiff’s wit- 
nesses, offered a grant to Benj. Rainy, 1799; and a deed from Benj. 
Rainy to Neill B. Rose, 1807; and a deed from William Mebane to Jos. 
Murray, 1799; and a deed from William Mebane to Thomas Cole, 1796; 
and a deed from Thomas Cole to John Huffman, 1797; and a deed from 
John Huffman to Daniel Huffman, 1808; and the will of Daniel Huff- 
man, devising to John Huffman the same land, and the two deeds offered 
by plaintiff Huffman to McAdams; all of these for the purpose of 
locating defendant’s land. — 

John J. Trollinger was examined as a witness by plaintiff for the 
purpose of locating defendant’s southwest corner at X instead of at Y, 
and testified that at one time he had owned the land lying west of the 
defendant; that he understood that Sellars’ land joined his ( witness’) ; 
that Jeffries now owns the land which witness formerly owned; that 
Jeffries’ corner is the same as witness’ corner was, though witness does 
not know where Jeffries claims to; that Jeffries bought from the 
Holts the land witness owned—no more and no less; all that (509) 
witness owned was conveyed to Holt. 

Defendant then proposed to offer a deed from Holt to Jefiries, in 1887, 
to locate this corner. 

Objected to by the plaintiff, upon the ground that this deed was junior 
to plaintiffi’s deed and .could not be offered to locate an older tract. 
Objection sustained. Defendant excepted. 

After much evidence on both sides, the defendant éfforad a deed from 
Murray, sheriff, to E. M. Holt for the Jeffries land, 10 January, 1872, 
for the purpose of locating the Jeffries corner at Y, and by this means 
locate defendant’s corner at Y. Defendant’s deed for this tract was 
dated 1870. 

Plaintiff objected, because an older deed cannot be located by a junior. 
Objection sustained. Defendant excepted. 
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_ The jury found the issues in favor of the plaintiff. | 
Rule for new trial, for errors alleged. Rule discharged. J udgment 
for plaintiff. Defendant appealed. | 


J. A, Tong. for plaintiff. | 
FP. H. Whitaker and L. M. Scott (by brief) for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: The plaintiff offered two deeds, 
the first, from A. Murray and wife to the Falls of Neuse Manufacturing 
Company; and the second, from W. J. Murray and wife to the same 
company. The defendant objected to the introduction of both, on the 
ground that the descriptive clauses were too vague to admit of explana- 
tion by extrinsic evidence. 

The descriptions were, respectively, in the following words: 

First. “A tract of land in Alamance County, State of North Carolina, 
adjoining the lands of John Staley, David Staley, and Joseph McAdams, 

_ known as the Sellars tract, subject to whatever rights the widow 
(510) Sellars may have in it, containing 140 acres, more or less.” 
Second. Seven tracts, or interest in seven tracts, conveyed by 
one deed, as follows: “The following tracts of land in Alamance County, 
State of North Carolina, their dwelling-house and the land on which the 
same is situated, containing about 8 acres, more or less, adjoining Big 
Falls Water-Power lands and the lands heretofore owned by Albert 
Murray, being the place on which we now reside. For a more specific 
description reference 1s made to our title papers. 

“Also, our undivided half of the following lands, situate in said 
county of Alamance, to wit: 

“1. The John Dizon tract, containing about 130 acres, more or less, 
adjoining the lands of Austin Isley, Jesse Rippey, Jesse Grant and. 
others. 

“2. The Long tract, containing about 110 acres, more or less, situated 
on the east side of Haw River, adjoining the lands of W. T. Wilkins, 
Mrs. Kirkpatrick and others. 

“3. The Sellars tract, containing about 116 acres, more or less, situ~ 
ated on the southwest side of Haw River, adjoining the lands of J roseph 
McAdams, John Staley and others. 

“4. The Staley tract, containing 27 acres, more or less, adjoining the 
lands of Mebane Morrow, Joseph McAdams.and others. 

“Tracts Nos. 3 and 4, above named, are subject to the dower rights, if 
any, which the widow, Nancy Sellars, may have therein. 

“5 A tract containing about 6 acres, called Morrow tract, for which 
an exchange was made with Mebane Morrow. 
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“6, And also their interest, being a half interest, in all their lands 
lying between Haw River and Stony Creek, up to the line of J. H. and 
W. E. Holt & Co., including the Big Falls Water-Power and Mills, and 
all the rights, peers and appurtenances thereto belonging, 
which lands were heretofore owned by W. J. and A. Murray as (511) 
partners and tenants in common, and also all of the rights, privi- 
leges, and interests of said W. J. Murray, whether as copartners or ten- 
‘ants In common or in his own right, in and to the bed of Haw River and 
.Stony Creek, or either of them, and the waters thereof. For a more par- | 
ticular description of tracts 1, 2, 8, 4, 5, and 6 reference is hereby made 
to the title papers therefor to W. J. Murray and W. J. and A. Murray.” 

The descriptive words, “known as the Sellars tract” (omitting as sur- 
plusage the residue of the description), pointed with sufficient certainty 
to possible proof of the existence and location of a body of land which, 
according to general reputation, was so designated, and rendered parol 
proof competent to fit 1t to the thing. Henly v. Wilson, 81 N. C., 405; 
Smith v. Low, 24 N. C., 457.. In the case last cited, Chief Justice Ruffin 
says that, by the description, “Mount Vernon, the late residence of 
General Washington,” the place referred to is better known than by 
setting forth the metes and bounds of the tract on which his dwelling- 
house was located. 

A reference to the title papers of the grantors in the other jee from 
William J. Murray and wife is equivalent to incorporating the full 
descriptions set forth in the papers referred to in the former deed, and, 
of course, made the conveyance mentioned, together with competent 
evidence to locate the land aliened by them, competent. Everitt v. 
Thomas, 23 N. C., 252. It is unnecessary, in order to settle the question 
of law whether this part of the deed is void for vagueness, that we should 
go further and pass upon the sufficiency of the additional designations, as 
“their dwelling-house and the land on which the same is situated,” etc., 
or “the place on which we now reside.” Carson v. Ray, 52 N. C., 610; 
Murdock v. Anderson, 57 N. C., 77. 

The descriptive words, “the John Dixon tract,” “the Long (512) 
tract,” “the Sellars tract,” and “the Staley tract,’ used in the 
second deed, were sufficient to point to proof alwunde that these distinct 
bodies of land were generally known by such designations. Smith v. 
Low, supra; Scull v. Pruden, 92 N. C., 168; Henly v. Wilson, supra. 
Evidence was unquestionably admissible, not only to show the location 
of the tract “called the Morrow tract,” but to. identify the boundaries by 
a deed of exchange from Mebane Morrow and to consider such metes 
and bounds as if they were incorporated into the descriptive clause of 
the deed from W. J. Murray and wife. Henly v. Wilson, supra; Everitt 
v. Thomas, supra. 
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The description numbered 6 is not too indefinite, because it was com- 
petent for the plaintiff, under its terms, to identify the land as lying 
between Haw River and Stony Creek, and extending up to the lines of 
J. H. and W. E. Holt & Co., so as to include the Big Falls Water-Power. 
Horton v. Cook, 54 N. C., 270. 

The further designation of the land as that “owned by W. J. Murray 
and A, Murray as partners and tenants in common,” together with the 
reference to title papers, which follows and applies to all of the tracts 
numbered from 1 to 6, opens the door for the admission of testimony to 
identify the land lying between those rivers by written evidences tracing 
title to the two Murrays as tenants in common. It was likewise compe- 
tent to show title as tenants in common, or sole seizin for the beds of 
Haw. River and Stony Creek in W. J. Murray, all title and interest in 
these localities proven to have been in him having passed, by the deed, to 
the Falls of Neuse Company. 

The judge states that the plaintiff offered the testimony of several 
witnesses tending to prove his contention as to the location of the land 
claimed by him, and as to the alleged trespass; but this evidence is not 
set forth in detail in the statement. The defendant did not except, in 
the court below, to the sufficiency of the whole of the testimony to go to 

the jury as tending to fit any or all of the descriptions to the land 
(513) claimed by the plaintiff, and to show it to be identical with that 

described in the complaint. We cannot, therefore, consider the 
exception raised here, for the first time, that the evidence was not, in 
fact, sufficient to locate the land. With notice of such an assignment of 
error, we assume that the judge would have sent up much additional 
testimony bearing upon this question. McKinnon v. Morrison, 104 
N. C., 357. 

We find in the brief of the defendant some statements in conflict ait 
those in the case on appeal, and much addenda to the record, which, of 
course, we cannot consider. The case on appeal states that the defendant — 
purposed to offer a deed from Holt to Jeffries, dated in 1887, to locate 
his southwest corner, and not, as contended by defendant, simply to con- 
tradict Trollinger. It is competent to establish the lines and courses of 
a tract of land by showing where the surveyor actually ran when making 
the boundaries at the instance of the parties to the conveyance, and with 
a view to its execution, as it is to locate a patent by showing marks, cor- 
responding in age and course with the calls of the deed, upon a line of 
trees. Ingram v. Colson, 14 N. C., 520; Topping v. Saddler, 50 N. C., 
357; Roberts v. Preston, 100 N. C., 248. But the junior deed from Holt 
to Jeffries, dated in 1887, was not competent as evidence to locate the 
corner of the deed previously made to the plaintiff. Sasser v. Herring, - 
14.N. C., 341. The objection of the plaintiff is based upon the ground of 
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-Iincompetency as evidence of the locatidn of the corner of an older deed. 
It is too late to set up other grounds of exception in this Court. | 
There is no error in either of the rulings of the court excepted. to, and 
the judgment must be 7 
Affirmed. - 


Cited: Hardy v. Galloway, 111 N. C., 524; Johnston v. Case, 181 
N. C., 498; Hall v. Dalton, 186 N. C., 341; Gromes v. Bryan, 149 N. C., 
250; Board of Education v. Remick, 160 N. C., 569; Byrd v. Sexton, 
161 N. C., 572; Pate v. Lumber Co., 165 N. C., "187; "Elizabeth City v. 
Commander, 176 N. C., 30; Williams v. Batley, 178 N. C., 632. 


(514) 
G. S. WATTS Er an. v. W. A. WARREN, ADMB., ET AL. 


Assignment —Fraud—C reditors—E vidence—Practice—Administrator— 
Account and Settlement—The Code—Transactions with Deceased Per- 
SONS. . 


1. When the facts intended to be elicited by questions are not specifically set 
forth, still if the questions themselves suggest such facts with distinctness, 
their relevancy and materiality will be passed upon by this Court. 


2. In an action by the creditors of an intestate against his administrator to 
compel an account and settlement of the estate, it was alleged that the 
transfer by the intestate, before his death, of a certain insurance policy to 
his brothers “for value received,’ was in fraud of creditors, or, at most, 
was only intended to secure them for certain debts and the payment of 
premiums upon the policy; the fraud was denied and the assignment 

alleged to be in good faith, without notice and for fair value: Held, it was 
competent to show what sums the intestate owed his said -brothers, for 
the purpose of sustaining the bona fides of the assignment. _ 


3. The persons to whom the assignment was made were clearly incompetent to 
testify thereof, under section 590 of The Code, but any other persons than 
those interested do not come within the inhibition of this section. 


4, The mere fact of the interest of the witness does not exclude him from testi- 
fying of transactions with third persons which affect the property of the 
deceased. 


5. The reason that evidence of “personal franeactions? with a person since 
deceased is excluded, is that the mouth of such person is closed. 


6. Transactions with third persons, even. though they involve or throw light 

' upon transactions with deceased persons, will not be excluded on the 

ground of interest, under section 590 of The Code, because such third per- 
sons, being disinterested, may be called to contradict any misstatement. 
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(515) Appear at October Term, 1890, of Durnam, from MacRae, J. 

It appears that Julius B. Warren died intestate in the county 
of Durham in June, 1889, and the defendant W. A. Warren duly 
became the administrator of his estate. This action is brought by 
the creditors of the intestate to compel the defendant administrator to 
an account of his administration, and to pay the creditors what may be 
payable to them respectively. The other defendants are brought into 
the action, to the end they may be concluded in respects not necessary 
to be particularly mentioned here. 

In the lifetime of this intestate he obtained from the Provident Sav- 
ings Assurance Society of New York a policy of insurance on his own 
life, payable to him and for his own benefit, dated 15 March, 1888, for 
the sum of $15,000. On 29 March, 1889, he assigned, transferred and 
delivered this policy of insurance to his two brothers, the defendants 
W. A. Warren and Frank Warren, “for value received.” ‘No particular _ 
consideration is recited. 

At the time of the death of the intestate he was Sieniay indebted to’ 
divers creditors, and it is alleged that the assets of his estate are in- 
sufficient to pay his debts and the costs of administration. 

Tt is further alleged, among other things, that such assignment of the 
policy of insurance was made in fraud of, and to defraud, the creditors 
of the intestate, etc., and that, at most, aaah aseemen was intended 
only to secure certain debts and the payment of premiums upon the 
policy as the same might come due, etc. The plaintiffs allege that the 
policy belongs to and constitutes part of the assets of the estate, and they 
demand judgment that it be so declared, etc. The defendants deny the 
alleged fraud, and aver that such assignment was made in good faith, 
and for a just and fair consideration, and they further contend that, 
at all events, they bought the insurance policy for a just consideration, 
in good faith and without knowledge or notice of any such fraudulent 
intent or purpose of the said intestate. 

The court submitted to the jury the following issues, and the 
(516) jury responded to the same as indicated at the end of each: 

1. Was the assignment by J. B. Warren to W. A. Warren and 
F. R. Warren absolute and for full value? Answer: No. 

2. Was said assignment intended as a security for indebtedness of — 
J. B. Warren as executor of his father’s estate or otherwise? Answer: 
No. 

3. Was such assignment made = as a security for premiums paid 
out and to be pape thereon by W. A. Warren and F. R. Warren? 


Answer: No. 
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4. Was such assignment made by J. B. Warren with intent.to hinder, 
delay and defraud his creditors? Answer: Yes. 

5. Did the defendants W. A. Warren and F. R. Warren have notice 
of such intent when the assignment was made? There was no response 
to this issue. 

On the trial there was evidence tending to prove that the intestate 
and the defendant administrator were executors of their deceased father’s 
will, and that the intestate in his lifetime had used very considerable — 
sums of money—how much did not definitely appear—that belonged to 
legatees of the will, and that the defendant W. A. Warren had paid, 
and had to pay, the same, etc., and that such payments constituted part 
of the consideration paid by him for the policy of insurance. 

_ The defendant administrator was examined as a witness in his own 
behalf, and his counsel, among others, put to him questions as follows: 

“What payments have you made to other persons than J. B. Warren 
in consideration of that assignment ?” 

(Ex. 7.) This was ‘objected to by the plaintiffs, and, the objection 
being sustained, the defendants a ee 

Defendants’ counsel asked: | 

“What sums of money have you eae out by reason of your (517) 
liability as coexecutor with J. B. Warren of F. L. Warren, de- 
ceased 2” — _ = 

(Ex. 8.) Objection by plaintiffs. Sustained, and defendants ex- 
cepted. 

The defendant F. R. Warren was also examined as a witness for the 
defendants, and, among others, this question was put to him: “State if 
you have made any payment—if ‘so, to whom—on debts of J. B. 
Warren ?” 

(Ex. 12.) The plaintiffs objected, and, objection being sustained, the 
defendants excepted. 

There were numerous other exceptions, but they need not be reported. 
The court gave judgment, upon the verdict, for the plaintiffs, and the 
defendants thereupon appealed to this Court. 


J. Parker, W. W. Fuller, F. L. Fuller and W. A. Guthrie for pens 
John W. Graham and James 8. Manning for defendants. 


Merrraimon, C. J. Assignments of error upon the ground that evi- 
dence tendered on the trial was improperly rejected, should distinctly 
specify its relevancy and materiality. The Court must be able to see 
its nature and application with reasonable certainty. Otherwise, it can- 
not say that there is, or is not, error. The presumption is that the rul-_ 
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ings of the court are correct, until the contrary is made to appear in. 
some appropriate way. Whitesides v. Twitty, 30 N. C., 481; Knight v. 
Kallebrew, 86 N. C., 400; Sumner v. Candler, 92 N. C., 634. 
Although the evidence which the defendants sought to elicit by the © 
questions put to.the witnesses in this case, and which the court declined 
to allow them to answer, is not specifically set forth in the assign- _ 
(518) ments of error, still we think the questions themselves suggest 
with sufficient distinctness and certainty the nature, meaning, 
relevancy and materiality of the evidence proposed and rej jected, as will 
presently appear. 

The plaintiffs, creditors of the intestate of the defendant administra- 
tor, alleged that he assigned to the defendants, the Warrens, his brothers, 
the policy ef insurance mentioned, in fraud of and to “hinder, delay 
and defraud his creditors”; and further, that if this was not so, then he 
assigned the same to them to the end they might pay the premiums that 
might, after the assignment, come due thereon, and, in the end, receive 
the money that might be paid in discharge of the policy and apply the 
same to reimburse themselves for such premiums as might be paid by 
them, and also to the payment and discharge of certain debts and lia- 
bilities of the intestate. This the defendants broadly denied, alleging, in 
substance, that they bought the policy so assigned to them in good faith, 
paying therefor its fair value. They allege further that their brother, 
the intestate, was, in his lifetime, the coexecutor of the defendant W. A. 
Warren of the will of their deceased father; that the intestate, while such 
executor, took and used for his own purposes, large sums of money that 
belonged to his father’s estate and were devoted by the will to the pay- 
ment of legacies, etc., for all which the defendant W. A. Warren was 
liable and was bound to pay the same; that they had paid other debts 
for their said brother; that the agerogate of the sums of money they so 
paid, and others they were obliged to pay for the intestate, was intended 
to be, and was, a fair and just price for the policy of insurance so as- 
signed to them, and that the intestate ego the same to them in good 
faith for such consideration. 

It hence behooved the defendants (the Wares) to prove on the trial, 
and to produce competent evidence for that purpose, that the intestate 

owed them as alleged, and what sums of money, what premiums 
(519) they so paid on account of the policy of insurance, what of 

his debts they paid at his instance, and what sum or sums of 
money the defendant W. A. Warren had paid and was obliged to pay as 
such coexecutor on account of the default of the intestate as one of the 
executors of his father’s will. There was some evidence produced on the 
trial by the defendants tending to prove that such matters and things 
constituted the consideration for the asieoment of the policy of 1 insur- 
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ance. There was likewise some evidence, in some aspects of the whole 
of the evidence produced, tending to prove that the assignment of the 
policy of insurance was made as a security for the reimbursement of the — 
defendants {the Warrens) on account of premiums they might pay as 
required by the policy, and to pay certain debts and discharge certain 
liabilities of the intestate. Therefore, the evidence proposed by the de- 
fendants, and which was rejected, tending to prove what sums of money 
the defendant W. A. Warren had paid on account of the default of his 
brother, the intestate, as executor of his father’s will, was relevant and 
material, as was also the other evidence so proposed and rejected tend- 
ing to show what debts of the intestate the defendants (the Warrens) 
had paid for him. Such evidence, if it had been received, would have 
tended, In some measure, to prove a consideration, and the amount 
thereof, for the assignment of the policy, and that the same was made 
in good faith and for a lawful purpose. Although it was not very direct, 
its pertinency and bearing favorable to the defendants were plainly to 
be seen, and, taken in connection with the whole evidence produced on 
the trial (vary much of it indefinite and unsatisfactory), it might have 
materially changed the verdict of the j jury as to one or more of the issues 
submitted to them. In any view of the case, the defendants were entitled 
to have the benefit of it. 

It was insisted, however, that the evidence so rejected came (520) 
within the inhibition of the statute (The Code, sec. 590), and 
was not competent, because the witnesses were interested in the event 
of the action adversely to the deceased person, and the evidence it was 
proposed they should give was “concerning a personal transaction or 
communication betweeh the witness and deceased person,” the intestate 
named. We think this contention cannot be allowed to prevail. 

The court properly held that the witness W. A. Warren was not a 
competent witness to testify as to the contract of assignment of the policy 
of insurance and the. consideration thereof agreed upon, because such 
testimony would clearly come within the inhibition of the statute just 
cited. But there was some evidence of the witnesses other than the de- — 
fendants, the Warrens, whose proposed testimony was rejected, going to | 
prove that the intestate made the assignment in question not for any 
fraudulent purpose, but for a valuable consideration, such as that above 
mentioned. The defendants, the Warrens, were not competent witnesses 
to testify as to the contract of assignment, because the deceased as- 
signor could not testify in his own behalf and contradict them as to “ 
personal transaction or communication” between him and them. The 
obvious purpose of the statute is to prevent the surviving interested 
party, in such cases, from testifying as to such “personal transaction or 
communication” because the deceased party cannot. 


369 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
WATTS v. WARREN 


The witnesses were not called upon to testify “eoncerning a personal 
transaction or communication” between them and the deceased person, 
their brother—they were asked to testify as to transactions and com- 
munications with persons other than the deceased, and as to which such — 
third persons could testify, if need be. The statute does not, by its terms 
and purpose, prevent the surviving party from testifying concerning 
transactions and communications with third persons that may affect ad- 
versely the estate of the deceased person, or the rights of persons in and 
to the same. The questions put, to the witnesses, which they were not 

allowed to answer, obviously had reference to the pleadings, the 
(521) issues and the contentions of the parties on trial. They were in- 
tended to elicit from the witness W. A. Warren, first, an account 
of what money he had paid to persons other than his brother, deceased, 
for and on account of the latter; and, secondly, what sums of money he 
had paid to third persons, and for which he was liable on account of the 
default of his brother as executor of his father’s will. The question put 
to F. R. Warren was intended to elicit from him an account of any sums 
of money he had paid “on debts” of his brother, deceased; and such evi- 
dence was intended to apply and have force on the trial in any pertinent 
aspect of the case. Such payments of money for the benefit of the. de- 
ceased brother were not made to the latter, but to third persons, and he 
may, or may not, have had knowledge of the same; but, however this 
might be, the transactions and communications concerning the same were 
not with him. Nor was the purpose of the evidence to prove the contract 
of assignment of the policy of insurance, or “concerning a personal 
transaction or communication between the witness and the deceased per- 
son” about the same. The purpose was to prove the material facts and 
transactions distinctly with, third persons, and to connect and apply 
them with other material facts and transactions by proper evidence for 
pertinent purposes on the trial. The evidence was material, not to 
prove the contract of assignment of the policy but to prove distinct trans- 
actions with third persons—persons other than the deceased party—that 
grew out of and were, In a sense, a consequence of such contract. In 
view of the pleadings, the issues submitted to the jury, the contentions 
- of the parties, and the whole of the evidence produced on the trial, upon 
which the evidence rejected might have had some material bearing favor- 
able to the defendants, the latter evidence was relative, material and 
‘competent, and ought to have been received by the court, unless 
(522) the answers of the witnesses to the questions put to them had, 
contrary to expectation, been irrelevant and not such as their na- 
ture and purpose suggested and implied. The following cited authorities 
are, more or less, in point here: Whztesides v. Green, 64 N. C., 307; 
Thompson v. Humphrey, 83 N. G, 416; Lockhart v. Bell, 90 N. C., 499 ; 
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Peacock v. Stott, 1b., 518; Waddell v. Swann, 91 N. C., 105; Sikes v. 
Parker, 95 N. C., 232; Loftin v. Loftin, 96 N. C., 94; Carey v. Carey, 
104 N. C., 175; Bunn v. Todd, 107 N. C., 266. 

There are numerous other assignments of error, but we do not deem it | 
useful or necessary to advert to them, further than to say that most, if 
not all of them, cannot be sustained. 

The defendants are entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 


Cited: In re Worth’s Will, 129 N. C., 228; Stout v. Turnpike Co., 
157 N. C., 368. 


ee 


*LAURENCE POWERS er At. v. J. 8S. ERWIN ann T. P. MOORE. 


Contract—Order—Shipment in Time—A gency. 


In an action for the balance of the purchase-money due for.certain machinery, 
the defense and counterclaim was plaintiffs’ failure to comply with the 
terms of the contract by not shipping in time, nor according to order, a 
material part. The plaintiffs replied that they were defendants’ agents, 
_and, as to the part in question, it was not included in the order. There 
was evidence tending to support the defense. The court instructed the 
jury to render a verdict that plaintiffs had not failed to comply with their 
contract: Held, to be error. , 


Action tried at September Term, 1890, of Atamance, before Mac- 
Rae,J. 

The complaint alleges that the plaintiffs sold to the defendants (528) 
certain machinery for the consideration alleged, and that there is 
a balance of the purchase-money due them for the same, which the 
defendants refuse to pay, ete. The answer admits that such balance was 
unpaid, but it alleges a counterclaim, the cause of action being damages 
sustained by reason of the failure of the plaintiffs to deliver promptly to 
the defendants a certain important piece of machinery specified, as they 
had agreed and bound themselves to do, which piece of machinery was © 
part of the goods the defendants purchased from the plaintiffs, the price 
of which, in part, they seek to recover by this action., The reply denies 
the alleged counterclaim, and alleges that the plaintiffs were simply the 
agents of the defendants, charged to purchase from the manufacturers 
thereof the particular piece of machinery specified—that, as such agents, 
they purchased the same for the defendants, and are in no way or man- 


* Avery, J., did not sit. : 
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ner responsible for the delay complained of in shipping and supplying 
it, or for its defective nature, or for the damages to the defendants oc- 
casioned by the delay complained of, ete. 

The court submitted to a jury these i issues : 


1. Did the plaintitts fail to comply with their contract with the as . 


fendants, as alleged in the answer ? | 

2. What damages, if any, have defendants sustained ? 

The court, among other things, instructed the jury as follows: 

“The contention of the plaintiffs, Powers & Co., is that the ‘sunder’ 
was ordered by them from the Berlin Machine Works at the instance 
of the defendants and not on their own account, and that they, the plain- 
tiffs, are not responsible to the defendants for any delay in the ship- 
ment of the ‘sunder’ or for any defect in the ‘sunder’ itself. It appears 
by the evidence that the plaintiffs were not manufacturers of the piece 
of machinery ecalled the ‘sunder,’ and, while they were to furnish this 

piece of machinery, they were not to send it direct, but were to 
(524) order it to be sent at once to defendants from the Berlin Machine 

Works. If the plaintiff, then, promptly ordered the machine 
from the company at Berlin, Wisconsin, and did not assent to nor par- 
ticipate in the delay of the Berlin Machine Works to make prompt ship- 
ment, the plaintiffs are not responsible for the failure of the Berlin 
~ Works to send the machine forward at once. Neither are they respon- 
sible for any delay in the transportation after the same had been delty- 
ered to the railroad company. 

“The plaintiffs being requested to order the machine from the Berlin 
Works would not be responsible to defendants for a defect, especially 
hidden defects, in that piece of 1t which broke soon after they put it in 
operation. 

“So, upon all the testis, I shall have to instruct you that your 
response to the first issue should be ‘No.’ ” 

To this charge the defendants excepted. 

_ The jury responded “No” to the first issue, and judgment was rendered 
for plaintiffs. ; 

Defendants appealed to the Supreme Court, and assign for error in 
the charge of his Honor— 

1. That he erred in charging and instructing the jury to sesso to 
the first issue “No.” 


J. A. Long for plaintrffs. 
J. Parker for defendants. 


; | 

Merrion, C. J. The exception must be sustained. There was evi- 
dence produced by the defendants on the trial tending directly to prove 
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that ie stants were not the agents of the defendants, but that the 
_ latter purchased the piece of machinery in question directly from them, 
and not from the manufacturers thereof. One of the defendants so ex- 
_ pressly testified; the bill of charges rendered by the plaintiffs to the de-. 
fendants contained an item of charge for it, and the corres- 
pondence put in evidence tended likewise to prove the same fact. (525) 
There was evidence tending to prove delay in supplying the ma- 
chinery 1n question, when, by the terms of the contract, it should have 
been shipped promptly, ete. 

There was evidence—correspondence—going to show that the defend- 
ants had repeatedly written the manufacturers of the machine, urging 
‘ them to hasten the shipment of the same, but this correspondence did not 
develop—eertainly not in terms—any contract of sale on the part of the 
manufacturers to the defendants. The mere fact that the latter urged 
the former to hasten the shipment of the machine could not, necessarily, 
prove that the plaintiffs were the defendants’ agents to purchase the 
same: In any view of the evidence, the court ought not to have in- 
structed the jury to render a verdict in the negative upon the first issue 
submitted to them. At least it should have submitted the question of 
agency, with appropriate instructions. 

There is error. The defendants are entitled to a new trial. 

Error. | 


Cited: Spruill v. Ins. Co., 120 N. ©., 149. 


BANK OF OXFORD vy. W. A. BOBBITT Er at. 
Covenants—Interest—U sury—F orfeiture—Practice—A ppeal. 


1. When there were executed by defendants independent collateral covenants 
intended to secure the plaintiff for the balance found to be due for ad- 
vancements made by plaintiff to them, and it appeared that, upon such 
advancements and before the balance had been ascertained, plaintiff 
charged them usurious interest, to which no exception was made at the 
time of the referee’s report and the ecourt’s confirmation thereof: Held, 

that the judgment of the court that the plaintiff recover no interest on 

- palance found to be due was error. . 


2. Except as to questions of jurisdiction and sufficiency of complaint to con- 
stitute a cause of action, this Court will only consider questions presented 
by the appeal, and this even though the parties should agree that others 
should be passed upon. 
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3. If both parties appeal, the appeal of one will not bring up that of the other. 
MzERRIMON, C. J., dissenting. 


(526)  Appza by plaintiff from Womack, J., at April Term, 1890, of . 
GRANVILLE. | 


(533) L. C. Edwards, J. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr. » for 
plainteff. | 
A. W. Graham for defendants. 


Davis, J. We think the court below misapprehended the pur- 
(534) pose of the several covenants upon which this action is brought 
and failed to interpret them correctly. They were independent 
covenants collateral to the agreement between the plaintiff bank and the 
defendants, Bobbitt & Hines, and were intended to secure the former 
in the payment of any balance that might be ascertained to be due to it 
for advancements which it might make from time to time to the latter in 
carrying on their business under an agreement which was to terminate 
on 31 October, 1886, (unless discontinued before that time upon notice 
as stipulated) with interest thereafter on such balance at the rate of 8 
per cent per annum. 

The balance found to be due from the firm of Bobbitt & Hines to the 
plaintiff on 31 October, 1886, as reported by the referee and affirmed by 
the court, was $5,031.82, which, as appears from the credits, was sub- 
sequently reduced to $4,043.73, 1 September, 1887, and the plaintiff 
insists that the covenants were to secure this balance, with interest 
thereon at the rate of 8 per cent per annum till paid, and that it is 
entitled to judgment accordingly. 

The defendants, on the contrary, insist that the plaintiff exacted and 
received usury from the firm of Bobbitt & Hines, and thereby forfeited 
the interest on this balance, and, in accordance with this contention, and 
upon motion of counsel, for defendants, the court adjudged “that the 
plaintiff recover from the defendants no interest on the balance due from 
31 October, 1886, until the first of this term (21 April, 1890).” 

In this we think his Honor erred. Whether the balance ($4,043.7 3) 
found to be due was a correct balance, or whether it embraced any usuri- 
ous interest or other item improperly charged, is not a question for our 

consideration, as that is the balance found to be due by the referee 
(535) and affirmed by the court below, from which there was no appeal 
by the defendants; and the sole question presented by the plain- 
tiff’s appeal is: Was the plaintiff entitled to interest at 8 per centum 
on this balance under the covenants executed by the defendants to secure 


the same? 
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It is too well settled to need citation of authority that, except as to 
questions of jurisdiction and the sufficiency of the complaint to consti- 
tute a cause of action, this Court will only consider questions presented 
by the appeal of the appellant, and even if it were agreed that excep- 
tions taken and errors alleged by the appellee should be heard and passed 
upon with the appellant’s case on appeal, it could not be done without a 
departure from the settled practice of the Court. If both parties appeal, 
the appeal of one will not bring up the appeal of the other, and this rule 
cannot be waived by consent. Perry v. Adams, 96 N. C., 347, and cases 
cited. In the present case the defendants’ exceptions are not before us. 

The covenants stipulate that the obligors shall secure the Bank of 
Oxford in the advances made to Bobbitt & Hines, including “all amounts 
drawn by them for any purpose whatever.” The fair and reasonable, in 
fact, the only legal interpretation that can be placed upon this is, that 
they shall secure the payment of all amounts ascertained to be legally 
due, and if any usurious advances, or advances upon any other illegal 
or improper consideration, were made, not only the defendants Bobbitt 
& Hines, but the sureties on the collateral covenants to secure the pay- 
ment of any balance that might be ascertained, upon settlement, to be 
due the plaintiff, had a right to have any illegal item or items stricken 
from the account which would reduce, pro tanto, the balance; but that 
balance, when ascertained, would, under the agreement, bear interest 
from 31 October, 1886, at 8 per cent. 

It is not pretended that the covenant contained any contract (536) 
or stipulation for the payment of a greater rate of interest than 
is allowed by law. On the contrary, it is found that there was no such 
stipulation or agreement; but it is said that the bank charged Bobbitt 
& Hines usurious interest on advancements made to them, and thereby 
forfeited all interest on the balance secured by the covenant. We are 
~ not called upon in the present case to say how it would be if the balance 
was increased by usurious interest; but even if it were so, and the referee 
and the court below erred in finding that there was a balance due of 
$4,043.78, the question is not presented in this appeal. If the court below - 
failed or refused to strike any usurious or other illegal item from the 
account, whereby the balance due would be diminished, the defendants 
should have excepted and appealed, but they seem to have been satisfied 
with the judgment—at all events, failed to take and perfect an appeal 
therefrom, and we can only consider the error assigned by the appellant. 

The defendants rely upon Burwell v. Burgwyn, 100 N. C., 389. In 
that case there was an usurious contract, as alleged and found, and the 
“question was presented by the appeal. In the present case, we fail to see, 
in the covenants, any contract for the payment of usury; in fact, it is 
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’ found there was none; they only stipulate for the payment of the bal- 
ance ascertained to be due, with interest thereon at 8 per cent till paid. 

The judge below had the power to review the findings of fact, as well 
as the conclusions of law, of the referee and to overrule, change, alter or 
modify them as he might think just and proper; but the findings of fact, 
if upon sufficient and competent evidence, are conclusive upon this 
Court, which has no eontrol over the facts, and can only review the ques- 
tion of law presented by the appeal. 

The balance found to. be due from Bobbitt & Hines to the plaintiff, 
after deducting payment made since 31 October, 1886, was $4,043.73, 

and this sum is accepted, without appeal, as the correct balance: 
(537) and by the clear, explicit and unmistakable language of the cove- 

nants, bears interest at the rate of 8 per centum per annum till 
paid, and, without passing upon the plaintiff’s exceptions seriatim, or 
considering in detail the points presented by the learned counsel by 
whom they were forcibly and ably pressed upon our attention, we think 
the court below erred in construing the covenants, and denying to the 
plaintiff interest at 8 per cent on the balance ascertained to be due, 
as stipulated therein. 

This interest should be on $4,043.73 from 1 September, 1887, the bal- 
ance having been reduced by credits subsequent to 31 October, 1886, to 
that amount on said day, and the judgment: below will be made to con- 
form to this opinion. 


Merrimon, ©. J., dissenting: The court overruled all the exceptions 
of the defendants to the report of the referee. It, in effect, approved 
and adopted the latter’s finding of fact, particularly and affirmatively, 
that the plaintiff had exacted usury from Bobbitt & Hines. There was 
no objection to the findings of fact. Then, upon the pleadings and the 
report, including the findings of fact, it gave judgment for the plaintiff 
‘for the balance ascertained to be due to it from Bobbitt & Hines on 31 
October, 1886, less credits, but allowed no interest upon such balance, 
upon the ground that the plaintiff took usury from them from time to 
‘time on account of moneys advanced to them, and thereby forfeited its 
right to have interest on such balance agreed to be paid by the defend- 
ants. The plaintiff insists that the court erred in penuene to allow such 
interest. 

The facts were aseertained, and the court seeing eed considering the 
whole record should have given such judgment thereupon as the plaintiff 
was entitled to have, and it was erroneous to give any other. Then, did 
the court give the proper judgment? I think not; that it misappre- 
hended the purpose of the several covenants sued upon, and failed to 
interpret them corréctly. They were not part of the contract be- 
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tween the plaintiff and Bobbitt & Hones, whereby the former (538) 
agreed to advance money from time to time during the period 
specified to the latter; they were separate and collateral to that contract, 
and the simple purpose of them was to render the defendants respon- 
sible to the plaintiff for any balance of such advancements that might 
be due to it by virtue of the contract upon its termination, not exceed- 
ing the aggregate sums of money specified in the covenants, such bal- 
ance to bear interest until paid at the rate of 8 per centum per annum. 
The covenants so expressly declare and provide. The plaintiff did not 
“advance” or lend to the defendants any money during the time specified 
by virtue of such covenants, or any stipulation contained in them, nor 
was it intended it should, nor did it, exact from them on such account 
any usury. The usury was exacted from Bobbitt & Hines, partners, on 
account of moneys advanced to them from time to time during the period 
specified under their contract as partners, with the plaintiff. Nor did 
the latter exact usury from them as to the present cause of action, but 
as to the contract between it and them as partners. 

The liability of the defendants, the extent thereof, and particularly 
the measure thereof, must be determined by a just interpretation of the 
several covenants sued upon. They each contain this explanatory 
obligatory provision: “The foregoing obligation is made to secure the 
Bank of Oxford, in part, for an amount not exceeding $5,000, should it 
agree to advance to Bobbitt & Hines, copartners in the management of 
the Meadows Warehouse. The amount due at any time shall be evi- 
denced by the account which the Bank of Oxford agrees to open with the 
said Bobbitt & Hines, and is to inclide and to secure all amounts drawn 
by them for any purpose whatsoever. : 

“This agreement terminates on 31 October, 1886, and the (539) 
obligors hereto shall be held bound for whatever balance may then 
- appear to be due the said Bank of Oxford, with interest thereafter at 
the rate of 8 per cent per annum, not to exceed the sum of $1,000.” 

Now, this plainly implies that it was contemplated by the parties that 
the plaintiff would from time to time, within the period designated, ad- 
vance to Bobbitt & Hines, partners, money not exceeding $5,000, and if 
it should do so, then the defendants respectively would each be obliged 
to. pay the plaintiff any balance of such advancements Bobbitt & Hines 
might owe it at the termination of that contract with it in that respect, 
not exceeding the sum each of the defendants covenanted to pay with 
interest at the rate stated. It was stipulated that the amount so due the 
plaintiff should be evidenced by the account it should open with Bobbitt 
& Hines, and that such account should “include and secure all amounts 
drawn by them for any purpose whatever.” But the words “amounts 
drawn by them for any purpose whatever” do not imply for every pos- 
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sible purpose, or for any purpose legal or illegal; they imply, giving them 
their broadest meaning in favor of the plaintiff, amounts drawn in good 
faith for any legal purpose whatever; they do not imply amounts drawn 
for any illegal purpose within the knowledge of the plaintiff, and par- 
ticularly any illegal purpose to be shared in or for the benefit of the 
plaintiff. It is not to be presumed or merely inferred that the parties 
to the covenants, whether covenantors or covenantees, contemplated or 
intended any such advancements of money or amounts to be drawn for 
illegal purposes or any illegal transactions, or that the plaintiff would 
knowingly make such advancements for illegal purposes. They contem- 
plated and intended the utmost good faith on the part of the plaintiff 
toward the defendants, and the covenants of the latter are to be inter- 
preted in that light. Hence*the defendants did not covenant to pay to 
the plaintiff any usury charged against, exacted from or paid, or 
(540) agreed to be paid by Bobbitt & Hines under their contract with 
it, to which their covenants sued upon had reference and to which 
they had relation collaterally; nor did they covenant to pay a balance of 
money due from them to the plaintiff augmented by such charges, exac- 
tions, or payments of usury, or the same agreed to be paid. There is 
nothing in the covenants that indicates a purpose to pay a balance thus 
created in whole or in part. | 7 
The defendants covenanted to pay the plaintiff any such balance in 
its favor for money advanced. It might be contended that this implied 
money actually advanced—paid directly to Bobbitt & Hines; but it must 
be observed that the account which the plaintiff agreed to open with 
them was inteded to embrace “all amounts drawn by them for any pur- 
pose whatever.” This fairly implies and embraces any “amount drawn” 
to pay the plaintiff lawful interest for the advances of money to them. 
The reasonable and just implication is that the defendants expected that 
the plaintiff would charge and require to be paid lawful interest upon 
such advances, and that they obliged themselves to be responsible on 
that account. The defendants were therefore liable, each to the plaintiff 
for a sum of money not exceeding that specified in the covenant executed 
by them on account of any balance of such advancements made to Bob- 
bitt & Hines, partners, which balance should be ascertained by adding 
interest upon advancements, unpaid until 31 October, 1886, at the rate 
of 6 per cent per annum. The rate of 8-per cent per annum cannot be 
allowed, because there was no agreement in writing for that rate. The 
balance ascertained to. be due to the plaintiff on the day last mentioned 
(that was the day after which further advancements could not be made 
as contempated by the covenant of defendants) bore interest until paid 
at the rate of 8 per cent per annum—the covenants so expressly 
provided. The court seeing the whole record and learning from the 
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report of the eetends approved by it, the amount of the balance (541) 
due the plaintiff, should have given judgment j in its favor for that 
balance including interest as above indicated. 

It will be observed that no question as to usury paid by Bobbitt & 
Hines, partners, to the plaintiff properly arises in this case. The action 
is founded upon the covenants specified in the complaint, and, as said 
above, the liability of the defendants 1 is determined by a proper interpre- 
tation of those covenants. 

Per Curiam. | | _ Error. 


Cited: Mills v. Guaranty Co., 186 N. C., 256; Caudle v. Morris, 158 | 
N. C., 595. | 


ee 


| | : (542) 

T. B. MITCHELL er at. vy. SOPHIA MITCHELL et AL. 

 Deed—H eirs—F ce Simplo—Construction—Warranty—Premises— 
Habendum. 


Wherever the word “heirs” in a conveyance excuted. before 1879 is joined as 
a qualification to the name or designation of the bargainee, even in the 
clause of warranty, or where this covenant is confused with the premises 
or habendum, if, by transposition, parenthesis or punctuation, the word 
“heirs” can be made to qualify the apt words of conveyance, the instru- 
ment will be construed to convey a fee, and this though the words have 
to do duty in the warranty and in connection with the words of con- 
veyance. 


_Prririon for partition sent up from the clerk. A trial by jury having 
been waived by consent, the case was heard, upon the facts agreed, at 
_ November Term, 1890, of Granvittz, by MacRae, J. 

“Tt is agreed that if the presiding judge shall construe the said deed to 
convey a title in fee simple to Jack E. Mitchell, the judgment shall be 
for the defendants that they are seized, as set out in the answer. If the 
court shall hold that, by virtue of said deed, the grantee took only a life 
estate in the lands, the petitioners are tenants in common with defend- 
ants and entitled to partition, or a sale for partition, as may be proper.” 
Judgment for defendants. Plaintiffs appealed. 


J.W. Graham for plaintcffs. 
John W. Hays for defendants. 


; Avery, J., after stating the facts: The material portion of the deed 
brought before us for construction by this appeal is as follows: 
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(543) “This indenture, ete., witnesseth, that for and in consideration — 
that he, the said Jack E. Mitchell, is to live with me, the said 
John Mitchell, and take care of me, the said John Mitchell, and my 
wife Sally, so long as we both live, and that I, the said John Mitchell, 
doth give to the said Jack E. Mitchell all of the tract of land whereon I 
now live at my death; containing one hundred and sixty-nine acres and 
that I, the said John Mitchell, do hereby warrant and defend the right 
and title of said land to Jack E. Mitchell and his heirs forever against 
the claims of all persons whatsoever.” 

The courts, in order to carry out the intent of the grantor, where it 
could be gathered from the face of a deed, have, in a liberal spirit, con- 
strued conveyances as passing an estate of inheritance in all cases where 
the word “heirs” was joined as a qualification to the name or designa- 
tion of the bargainee, even in the clause of warranty, or where the cove- 
nant of warranty was confused with the premises or habendum, if, by a 
transposition of it, or by making a parenthesis, or in any way disregard- 

ing punctuation, the word “heirs” could be made to qualify the apt 
words of conveyance in the premises, or the words “to have and to hold,” 
ete., in the habendum and tenendum, even though it was made thereby to 
do double duty as a part of the covenant of warranty also. Anderson v. 

Logan, 105 N. C., 266; Winborne v. Downing, 105 N. C., 20; Veckers v. 

Leigh, 104 N. C., "OBIT. 

The words Chis heirs forever,” used in the connection in which they 
occur, bring the deed within the principle stated, and will be construed 
as operating both to pass the remainder in fee oa to define the extent of 
the warranty. Anderson v. Logan, supra. 

The judgment of the court below is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Real Estate Co. v. Bland, 152 N. C., 230. 


(544) ms 
VY. BALLARD er au. v. WALTER GAY ET AL. 


Dismissing Appeal—ZJustice of the Peace—Practice. 


When defendant's appeal from a justice of the peace dismissed in the Superior | 
Court for default in prosecuting it, had been, on his counsel’s motion, 
reinstated, the plaintiff moved to dismiss thereupon for defendant’s failure 
to eause it to be docketed at the term next succeeding the rendition of the 
judgment, such appearing to be the fact, and it further appearing that the 
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defendant had notice that the clerk would not docket his appeal until his 
fees were paid, there was no error in the judgment of the.court that the 
- appeal ought then to be dismissed. 


Morton to dismiss an appeal from the court of a justice of the peace, | 
heard at October Term, 1890, of DurHam, before Mackae, J. 
The facts are stated in the opinion. 


W. W. Fuller and F. L. Puller for plaintiff. 
J. 8. M anning for defendants. 


Avzny, J. The judge below heard, at the October Term of the court, 
two motions. First, upon motion of the defendants, supported by numer- 
ous affidavits, he cee: that a judgment by default, entered against 
them at the previous June Term, be vacated on the ground that the fail- 
ure to enter an appearance at last named term was excusable neglect. So 
soon as the appeal was reinstated upon the docket by this judgment and 
counsel had appeared for defendants, the plaintiffs moved the Gourt to 
dismiss the appeal for failure of the defendants to cause it to be docketed | 
before the term of Superior Court next after the trial in \ the court of the 
justice of the peace. 

The plain purpose of the Legislature, as manifested in the (545) 
statute (The Code, sec. 565) was to expedite the disposition of 
appeals from the courts of justices of the peace, by providing that 
they should stand for trial de novo on the dockets of the Superior | 
Courts at the first term after the appeal should be taken; that if both 
parties should appear, judgment should be tendered against the party 
cast, and that where the defendants should make default, the judgment 
in certain classes of cases should be final, and in other actions by default 
and inquiry “to be executed forthwith by a jury.” This section was 
subsequently so amended (Laws of 1889, ch. 443) that where the party 


appealing should fail to cause his appeal to be docketed before the next — 


term of Superior Court, the opposing party should have the right to pro-- 
cure a transcript of the justice’s record, docket it and move to dismiss 
the appeal at said term. The amendment seems to have been enacted in 
furtherance of the same purpose to prevent unnecessary delay in oe 
ing of those causes involving small amounts. | 
The case was tried before the justice on 26 October, 1889, and his re- 
turn was handed to the clerk the same day. The next term of the Supe-_ 
rior Court was held in January following. The defendants neglected to 
pay the clerk’s fees for docketing until after that term, and consequently 
the appeal was not entered on the docket until the March Term, 1890. 
Just after handing the transcript to the clerk—on the same day—the 
justice of the peace told the defendants that the clerk would not docket 
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the appeal unless they should pay his fees. The clerk had the right, even 
under the common law, as he has under the statute (The Code, sec. 
3758) to demand his fees j in advance. West v. Reynolds, 94 N. C., 333; 
Office v. Wagner, 26 N. C., 181; Andrews v. Whisnant, 88 N. ©., 446; 
“Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 97: Martin v. Chasteen, 75 N. C., 96. The 
clerk followed the suggestion at this Court made in West. v. "Re ynolds, 
supra, In notifying the justice of the peace that he would not en- 
(546) ter the case upon the docket until his fees should be paid, and the 
latter told the defendants on the same day of the clerk’s demand 
and purpose. Both the original provision of The Code and the amenda- 
tory statute indicate an intent on the part of the Legislature to require 
litigants to be diligent in prosecuting appeals from justices of the peace. 
The purpose seems to have been to prevent parties from using their right 
to a new trial in an intermediate nist priws court as a means of causing 
useless delay, and subjecting the successful party, meantime, to the risk 
of losing the fruits of his victory. The plaintiffs might have docketed 
and dismissed the appeal at the January Term under the Act of 
1889. When it was entered by the clerk at the instance of the defendants 
at the next succeeding term, the plaintiff, seeing that counsel had not 
entered an appearance, elected to ask for a judgment by default, instead 
of moving to dismiss. When the court subsequently declared that the 
failure to appear was excusable negligence, the reinstated case stood 
upon the docket subject to the right of the plaintiffs to move to dismiss 
then, just as they could have substituted that motion for the demand for 
judgment by default at the previous term. After the judgment had been 
vacated and the parties were appearing before the court by counsel, the 
status of both in the court was the same as if the judgment by default 
had never been entered at all. There was no error in the judgment in 
dismissing the appeal, and, as that was a final disposition of the case it 
was subject to review in this Court. 
No error. 


Cited: S. v. Johnson, 109 N. C., 855; Sondley.v. Asheville, 110 N. C., 
89; Davenport v. Grissom, 1138 N. C., 40, 41; Pants Co. v. Smith, 125 
N. G,, 590; Johnson v. Reformers, 135 N. O,, 386; Blair v. Coakley, 136 
N. CG, 410; Peltz v. Bailey, 157 N. C., 167; Abell v. Power Co., 159 
N. CG, 349; Thompson v. Notion Co., 160 N. C., 525; Dunn v. Clerk’s 
Office, 176 N. C., 51; Barnes v. Saleeby, 177 N. G., 959. 
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| (547) 
G. E. LEACH et au. y. C. F. LINDE... 


County Commissioners—J ury—Term of Court—Judge—Code—I ssues— 
Evidence—Damages—False Representation—Instruction. 


1. Where the statute in express terms gives the county commissioners power 
to provide a jury for two weeks, and then afterwards the term of the court 
is lengthened to three weeks, they have power, by implication, to provide 
a jury for the third week also. 


2. Where, upon failure of the county commissioners to draw a jury for such 
third week, the court orders the same to be drawn as prescribed by section 
1782 of The Code, such jury is legal, - 


3. When the issues raised by the pleadings are comprehensive enough fo allow 
the introduction of all the evidence. material to the case, there is no 
ground of. exception. 


4. In an action for damages for having, by false representations, induced ‘the 

‘ plaintiffs to accept a certain ice machine and bonds representing the 
indebtedness of its owners thereon, the court refused to instruct the jury 
that if the plaintiffs could, in reasonable time and with reasonable outlay, 
put the machine in the condition required by the contract, they could 
not recover aS damages the amount they paid for the bonds: Held, no 
error. . . 

5. The court should not give instructions when there is no evidence to which 

they are pertinent. | 7 


Appzat at October Term, 1890, of Waxz, from Boykin, J. 

This action was brought to recover damages of the defendant for hav- 
ing induced the plaintiffs to accept a lease of a certain ice plant and 
machinery and purchase certain bonds, by false and fraudulent repre- 
sentations made by defendant, as set out in the complaint. 

Issues were submitted by the court as follows: 

1. At the time of the purchase of the bonds and acceptance of the 
lease by plaintiffs, did defendant falsely and fraudulently represent to 
plaintiffs that the plant and ice machinery, and every essential part 
thereof, was in good repair and condition, and that it would pro- 
duce fifteen tons of ice per day at a cost ‘of not more than a 25 (548) 
per ton? 

9. Did defendant know said representation to be false! 

3. Were the plaintiffs induced by said representation to purchase said 
bonds and accept said lease? 

4, What damage, if any, are plaintiffs entitled to recover! 

The following prayers for instruction were refused, and defendant 
excepted : 

1. If the plant mentioned in the complaint could have been, in a 
reasonable time, with a reasonable outlay of money, so repaired and 


383 


_ IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


LEACH v. LINDE 


improved by the plaintiffs, after they took possession of the same, as to 
place it in the condition required by the contract, then the plaintiffs are 
not entitled to recover as damages the $4,000 paid for bonds, as alleged 
in Hee complaint. 

. If the plant mentioned in the complaint gould have been, within 
a ee time, and with the outlay of $2,400 mentioned in this com- 
plaint, so repaired and improved by the plaintiffs, after they took posses- 
sion of the same, as to place it in the condition required by their contract 
of 6 October, 1888, set forth in the complaint, then the plaintiffs are not 
entitled to recover damages the $4,000 paid for both, as alleged in said 


~ complaint. 


10. Of the damages claimed by the plaintiffs, to wit, the sum paid for 
the bonds and the sum expended in repairing the plant, they are entitled 
to recover only such sum as was necessary to put the plant in good repair 
and make it capable of producing ice as required by the contract set 
forth in the complaint. . 

The defendant tendered the following issues: 

1. Did the defendant make to the plaintiffs the representations alleged 
in the sixth article of the complaint? — | 

9. If yes, were said representations false? 

8. If false, were they false within the knowledge of the de- 

(549) fendant ? 

‘ 4, Did the RCC nee in accepting the lease and advancing the 
four thousand dollars for bonds, as alleged in the complaint, rely upon 
said representations ? 
5. If yes, was such reliance reasonable? 

6. What damages, if any, hath the plaintiffs sustained? 

The court refused to submit these issues, and the defendants excepted. 

The plaintiff G. E. Leach was introduced, and testified as follows: 
“The contract between plaintiffs and Linde & Lawrence was made in New 
York; Linde & Lawrence represented that they owned nine hundred and 
eighty shares of the capital stock of the Raleigh Transparent Ice Com- 
- pany, a corporation existing under the laws of the State of New Jersey, 
the entire capital stock being one thousand shares, and they, Linde & 
Lawrence, agreed to put this plant, belonging to said corporation in the 
city of Raleigh, in good repair.” The plaintiffs offered to show by the — 
witness that the contract of 6 October, 1888, was drawn by one Clinch, 
the attorney for Linde & Lawrence, and éxecuted in. the offide of said 
attorney in New York, for the purpose of showing that it was signed in 
plaintiff’s presence, he being present in said attorney’s office when all 
the parties signed the said contract, and further, for the purpose of show- | 
ing that Clinch, the attorney and subscribing witness, was a citizen of 

New York. The defendant objected, the court overruled the objection, 
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and defendant excepted. This was when the said contract was offered 
in evidence—the witness Leach being upon the stand—and the court 
allowed the witness to testify that the contract was executed by all the 
parties in the office of Clinch in the city of New York, and that Clinch, 
the subscribing witness, was a citizen and resident of New York, and 
was not ae oa at the trial. 7 


hk. H. Battle, S. FP. Mordecat, aa Armistead Jones for plain- (550) | 


tiffs. 
G. V. Strong for defendant. | 


_ Merrion, C.J. The statute (Laws 1885, ch. 180) prescribes, among 
other things, that certain of the terms of the Superior Court of. the 
county of Wake shall continue for three weeks, “to be for the trial of 
civil business alone.” ‘These terms are to be devoted to the proper dispo- 
sition of all kinds of civil actions and proceedings pending in the court, 
whether they be such as require trials by jury or not. Hence, the statute 
just cited, taken as it must be, in connection with the other statute (The 
Code, ch. 39, in respect to “jurors,” especially sections 1727, 1732) con- 
templates and intends that a jury shall be provided for each week of the 
terms of the court to which reference is thus made. The third week of 
such terms, as well as the two preceding weeks thereof, is devoted to the 
disposition ‘of civil business—actions that generally require jury trials. 
How can such trials be had without a jury? Is it not obvious that the 
statute creating these terms intended that each week of them should have 
provided for it a jury, drawn in the regular method prescribed? In 
extending the terms of the courts for such purpose, by plain implication 
the duty of the county commissioners was'correspondingly enlarged so as 
to require them to provide regularly a jury for the third week of such 
terms. 

It is true that the statute (The Code, sec. 1727) provides generally, | 
in terms, for drawing for each week of the terms of the Superior Courts 
lasting two weeks, but its chief and leading purpose is to provide juries 
for the regular terms of the courts, and a jury for each week of them. — 
At the time the general statute in respéct to juries was first enacted, the 
- regular terms of the Superior Courts did not extend beyond two weeks, 
and hence the county commissioners were required only to provide a jury 
for each week of a term of that length. Afterwards, when the 
terms of some of the courts were extended to three weeks, as in (851) 
the case of the county of Wake, the statute in respect to juries was 
not, in terms, in pertinent respect, correspondingly modified, but it was 
in effect. The two statutes are, in important respects, in pari materia, 
and must be taken and treated together. That in regard to jurors is 
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intended, in large measure, to effectuate that in respect to courts. Hence, 
when the statute first above cited extended the terms of the court one 
week, it had the effect to so modify the statute in respect to juries as to 
require a jury to be provided for that week in the regular method. In 
the nature of the matter, and in view of the purpose of the law, it would 
be impracticable, unreasonable and absurd to extend the terms, of the 
court one week for general purposes and provide no jury for that week. 

It appears in this case that the county commissioners, for some cause, 
failed to draw a jury for the third week of the term at which the action 
was tried. The court directed that a jury for the same be drawn as pre- 
scribed and allowed by the statute (The Code, sec. 1732) and a jury 
was so drawn and summoned accordingly. A jury thus drawn was not 
illegal; it was such as the law allowed, and to be so treated for all proper 
purposes. It is true the statute provides that a jury may be so drawn 
‘if the commissioners, for any cause, fail to draw a jury for any term 
of the Superior Court, regular or special,” etc. Here the commissioners 
provided juries for two weeks of the term, but not for the third week. 
Clearly, such failure came within the mischief provided against by the 
section of the statute just cited. The object of the statute is to provide, 
in an orderly method, wnobjectionable jurors for the courts. 

The defendant’s challenge to the array cannot, therefore be allowed. 
Hence, his first exception is groundless. 

The issues of fact submitted to the jury were clearly raised by lege 

tions of the complaint broadly denied in the answer. They were 
(552) comprehensive, and afforded the defendant ample opportunity to 
introduce on the trial all evidence material for his defense and.to 
raise all: questions of law in respect to the materiality, relevance and 
application of the same, and like opportunity as to the evidence of the 
plaintiffs. The verdict of the jury upon them would settle with sufficient 
fullness the material controverted, constituent facts. The issues ten- 
dered by the defendant might fave served the like purpose, but scarcely 
so well, because they were unnecessarily more in number and subdivided 
the material inquiries to be made. This always tends, more or less, to 
confuse the jury. So the second exception is without force. 

The evidence objected to and embraced by the third exception was of 
slight importance, not such as in its nature would prejudice the defend- 
ant. It tended, in some degree, to identify the contract alleged and set 
forth in the complaint, to show that the defendant had knowledge of its 
contents and meaning, and to account for the absence of the subscribing 
witness thereto. This exception has no substantial merit. 

- The defendant was not entitled to have the first, second and tenth 
special instructions asked for by him given to the jury, because the 
plaintiffs, in substance, alleged, and there was evidence tending to prove, 
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that they were induced to lease the ice manufactory mentioned, and in 
- that connection to pay to the defendant four thousand dollars for cer- 
tain bonds of little or no value, by the false and fraudulent representa- 
tions made by him to them. The plaintiffs allege that the defendants 
falsely and fraudulently represented to them that the ice manufactory 
was a good one—in good repair—that it was capable of producing a 
certain quantity of ice per day at a cost not exceeding a specified sum; 
that the ice plant was of great value—forty thousand dollars. Hence, 
they believed that the bonds, whose value depended upon the facts 


thus falsely represented to exist, were of substantial value, and (553) 


were induced to buy them. It is alleged that the defendant ae 

that such representations made by him were false, and that he fraudu- 
lently induced the plaintiffs to take the lease and pay four thousand 
dollars for the bonds they received at his instance and solicitation, and 
for his benefit. If such. allegations were true, the plaintiffs were entitled 
to recover damages upon the ground that they were, under the circum- 
stances fraudulently induced by the defendant to buy the bonds, which he 
represented to be of great value, whereas in fact they were of no sub- 
stantial value. The damage, in such respect, was a direct result of the 
fraud alleged, and the plaintiffs were entitled to recover on account of 
the same. 

It is stated in the case that the evidence sent up was all that bore upon 
the special instructions asked for by the defendant. We have examined 
it carefully, and are of opinion that there was no evidence that could 
warrant the court in giving the third, fourth and fifth special instruc- 
tions asked for. No part of the evidence, nor the whole of it together, 
accepted as true, in any reasonable view of it, was sufficient to prove 
that the plaintiffs “knew that the said plant (the ice manufactory) did 
not come up to the representations made by this defendant,” nor that the 
plaintiffs would have taken the lease if they had known that the repre- 
sentations made by the defendant were false. : 

The court should not give instructions, special or otherwise, in the 
absence of evidence to which they are pertinent, and that warrant. them. 
It would be error to do so, if they prejudiced the adverse party. 

The court gave the eighth and ninth special instructions asked for, 
substantially and sufficiently, in its charge to the jury, to which fliere 
was no exception. Indeed, it was very fair and sufficiently explicit. It 
directed the attention of the jury particularly to the issues, their nature, 
and the evidence submitted to them. We are unable to discover that — 
_ the defendant was prejudiced, as he complained, by any instruc- 

tions the court ‘gave or failed to give them. (554) 
Judgment affirmed. 
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Cited: Humphrey v. Church, 109 N. C., 187; Cornelius v. Brawley, 
4b., 548; Carr v. Alewander, 112 N. C.,, 789 ; Ponnan v. Alexander, 
115 N. 0. 558. 


W. 0. BLACKNALL y. W. A. ROWLAND anp W. R. COOPER. 
Damages—Contract—C onstitution—Condition. 


In an action to recover damages for fraud and deceit, by which plaintiff was 
induced to contract to purchase corporation stock of no value, it appeared 
that the contract contained a clause to the effect that the contract was _ 
“conditioned” upon the statements of defendants being verified by an 

- expert, after the evidence was closed and counsel was addressing the jury, 
the court stated that as plaintiff had not had the statements of defendants 
verified by the expert, it would instruct the jury that the plaintitt was not 
entitled to recover: Held, to be error. 


Apprat Fall Term, 1890, of Duruam, from Boykin, J. 

This action is brought to recover damages occasioned by the false and 
fraudulent representations. of the defendants to the plaintiff, whereby 
the latter was intentionally misled and induced to buy from the defend- 
ants certain shares of the capital stock, of no value, of a corporation 
named, and in consideration thereof to convey to the defendants his 
_ tract of land of great value, ete. Having in view the transaction referred 
to, the parties executed a paper-writing, whereof the following is a copy: 

‘W. H. Rowland and. W. R. Cooper propose to sell, and W. O. Black- 
nall agrees to buy, the interest of said Rowland & Cooper in fifty shares 
| of the capital stock of the Durham Sash, Door and Blind Manu- 

(555) facturing Company. As the basis of the proposition and accept- 
ance, it is represented and understood that said stock is of the par 

value of fifty dollars a share; that fifty per cent of the par value of each 
share has been paid thereon in cash, and twenty-five per cent of the par 
value thereof has been paid by dedlaxation of dividend out of the net 
profits of the business and operations of the company, so that seventy-five 
per cent of the par value of the stock of said company is now legally paid 
up; that the company owes for machinery $2,000, for lumber about 
: ee , and a floating debt of $600 to $700. That its assets are avail- 
able and in good condition, and exceed its liabilities by $3,000; that 
Rowland & Cooper will be able to legally assign said stock or interest, and 
have the same duly transferred on the company’s books to said Blacknall. 
In exchange for said stock or interest said Blacknall is to convey to 
said Rowland & Cooper and their heirs by good and sufficient deed in fee 
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simple an unencumbered title to twenty-eight acres of land in Durham 
County, adjoining T. B.. Lyon on the east, North Carolina Railroad. 
Company on the south, W. O. Blacknall on the west, 8. J. Hester on the 
north, it being just east of the thirty acres now under mortgage. 

“This trade is conditioned upon the representations above as to condi- . 
tion of business and stock of said company and other statements. being 
verified upon examination of its affairs by an expert bookkeeper of 
Blacknall’s selection and at his expense, and upon the condition that his 
title to the land named above is good. Witness the signatures of W. H. 
Rowland and W. R. Cooper and W. O. Blacknall, 4 October, 1888.” | 

The’ defendants denied the material allegations of the complaint. On — 
the trial, the plaintiff put in evidence the paper-writing above set forth, 
and much other evidence, oral and otherwise. The defendants also intro- 
duced several witnesses, who were examined. 

After the evidence had closed, and one of the plaintiii’s counsel (556) - 
and two of the defendants’ counsel had addressed the jury, his | 
Honor stated to plaintifi’s counsel that as the plaintiff had not had 
the books of the corporation examined by an expert bookkeeper, he would _ 
instruct the jury that the plaintiff was not entitled to recover upon 
the issues submitted by him to the jury. In deference to this opinion of 
his Honor the plaintiff submitted to a judgment of nonsuit. Judgment 
entered. Plaintiff appealed to Supreme Court. 


J. 8. Manning and B.C. Smith for plaintiff. 
John W. Graham for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. The cause of action alleged in the complaint con- 
sists, in substance, of the alleged false and fraudulent representations of 
the defendants made to the plaintiff in the paper-writing, a copy of 
which is set forth above, and otherwise asto the condition, circum-. 
stances and solvency of the corporation therein named, which the plain- 
tiff reasonably believed to be true, and whereby he was fraudulently 
misled and induced to buy the shares of stock mentioned of the defend- 
ants in that corporation, which were really of no value, and to convey _ 
to them his tract of land mentioned of large value; and further, of the 
false and fraudulent warranty of the truth of such representation made 
by the defendants to the plaintiff as additional inducement to him to buy 
such stock of no value. 

There was evidence for the plaintiff, on the trial, tending to prove that 
the representations made by the defendant to him in the paper-writing 
and otherwise were not true; that the corporation was insolvent; that it 
was not prosperous, but declining ; that its indebtedness was greater and 
its resources less than represented; that the dividend mentioned was not 
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(557) declared out of the net earnings of the corporation, and that 

the defendants knew these facts; that they encouraged and 
induced the plaintiff to believe these representations and to close the 
proposed transaction. There was evidence for the defendants tending to 
prove the contrary. 

In this state of the case the axeailiiug judge said “that, as the plaintiff 
had not had the books of the corporation examined by an expert book- 
keeper, ne would instruct the jury that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
recover.” In this there is error. The plaintiff was not concluded by the 
fact that he did not have such examination made. He was not bound 
to verify the representations made; he might, as a matter of caution, 
have done so, but he might not unreasonably believe, rely and act upon 
the plain, pertinent and material statements made by the defendants to 
him in the paper-writing and otherwise. If the plaintiff believed them to 
be true, and acted upon them, and the defendants knew them to be false, 
and intended fraudulently thereby to induce the plaintiff to purchase 
their shares of stock, of no value, at the price he paid for them, he might 
recover, notwithstanding he did not cautiously have their representations 
_.verified. Such verification was not intended for the benefit of the de- 
fendants; much less was it intended to shield or relieve them from lia- 
bility for fraud and deceit they might perpetrate upon the plaintiff. The 
paper-writing, and particularly the last clause of it in respect to the 
verification of its statements, might, taken in connection with other evi-. 
dence favorable to the defendants, be evidence of their good faith and 
going to prove that the plaintiff did not rely upon their representations; 
but, on the other hand, the same might along with other evidence favor-, 
able to the plaintiff, be evidence of a fraudulent contrivance to deceive 
and mislead him. Fraud is protean in its devices and endless in its 
shifts and subferfuges. What is evidence of it, or its absence, oftentimes 
depends more or less upon the condition of matters and things material 
and the attending circumstances. In one aspect of the evidence in this 

case, accepted as true, the material representations in the paper- 

(558) writing in effect isda to the plaintiff, and other like representa- 
tions otherwise made to him by the defendants, were grossly false 
and so within their knowledge. And it might be fairly inferred, from 
the nature of the matter and the evidence, that the paper-writing, and 
particularly the last clause of it, was an artful shift to mislead and 
deceive the plaintiff, a man little familiar with such matters, as to the 
sincerity and good faith of the defendants in respect to the proposed sale 
of the shares of stock mentioned. In another aspect of it more favorable 
to the defendants, the paper-writing, and especially the last clause of: it, . 
would be evidence tending to show their good faith, and that the plain- 
tiff, in buying the shares of stock and the sale of his land, relied upon 
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his own judgment and information gathered from other sources than the 
defendants. If the defendants knew that the representations made by © 
them in the paper-writing and otherewise, as in evidence, were false— 
as the evidence, much of it, tended to prove—it would be most unreason- 
able to infer that they intended or expected the same to be verified or 
scrutinized. On the other hand, in view of parts of the evidence, the 
reasonable and just inference would be that the last clause of the paper- 
writing was inserted to stimulate great fairness and candor on the part 
of the defendants, and thus the more successfully entrap, deceive and 
mislead the plaintiff, a man, as the evidence tended to show, not familiar 
with such matters. Such view of the evidence would be strengthened by 
the fact that the verification suggested was to be made by an expert book- 
keeper, at the expense of the plaintiff. Shrewd men of experience might 
think and expect that a man of small experience, after such flattering 
representations, would not have such verification made at his own cost. 
Hence, the paper-writing, including the last clause of it, was simply 
evidence. It did not conclude the plaintiff, as the court intimated it did. 
There is, therefore, error. The judgment of nonsuit must be 
_ set aside. (559) 
Error. | 


Cited: 8S. ¢., 116 N. C., 393; 8. c., 118 N. C., 419, 421; Ferrell v. 
Hales, 119 N. C., 213 ; May ¥. Loomis, 140 N.C., 357: Helms v. Holton, 
152 N. C., 592. 


eee WILLIAMS y. ALONZO EEE: 


Removal of Admimistrator—A ppowmtment of Next of Kiun— 
Renunciation. : 


1. The next of kin of a deceased person has a right to administer upon his 
estate within six months after his death, or, in lieu thereof, within that 
time to have appointed such person as he may select, if in other respects 
qualified. 


2. The Code requires that before any person other than the next of kin can be 
appointed administrator within six months from the decedent’s death, a 
written renunciation of such next of kin must be filed with the clerk, 
unless after thirty days, upon citation to show cause, he is adjudged to 
have renounced; and the mere expressed intent of such person that he 
would not have anything to do with the administration is no valid renun- 


ciation. . 
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8. If the next of kin, in answer to citation, name his appointee, and such per- 
son, after appointment, fails to qualify, then, though six months had not 
expired, the clerk would be authorized to appoint another. 


4, In a proceeding to remove an administrator, one N, and have appointed in 
his stead FE. W. T., instituted by the decedent’s next of kin, W, it ap- 
peared that the decedent died in May, 1890; N was appointed in June, and 
after W had declared she would not have anything to do with the adminis- 
tration. In September W wrote to the clerk who made the appointment 
that she still claimed the right to administer and wished the appointment. 
of one J. 8. T., and J. 8. T. wrote he would accept. In October W filed a 
paper formally renouncing her right to administer in favor of E. W. T., 
and the motion for the removal of N and the appointment of E. W. T. in 
his place was heard on 27 October, and refused on the ground that she 
(W) had already renounced in favor of J. 8. T.: Held, to be error—(1) 
BE. W. 'T. should have been appointed, and was not bound to go before the 
clerk to qualify within the six months from the decedent’s death, nor at 
all, pending the appeal to the judge upon the clerk’s refusal of the motion 
for removal and appointment, and after the clerk had adjudged that, the 
plaintiff had not the right to administer; (2) the proper course of pro- 
cedure is to alow E. W. T. reasonable time after N’s removal, not less 
than thirty days, to qualify; (3) the clerk has no Jurisdiction to appoint 
pending the appeal. 


(560) Appear from an ata: of Boykin, J., overruling an orden pre- 

viously made by Lassiter, clerk of the ‘Superior Court of Gran- 
VILLE, refusing to remove a creditor who had been appointed adminis- 
trator and appoint a person designated by the next of kin of ie de- 
cedent. 

The order of the clerk appealed from was as follows: 

“This motion to remove Alonzo Neville, administrator of Emily 
Knight, coming on to be heard and having een heard, and said Alonzo 
Neville having offered in evidence a letter of one Mrs. Candace Williams, 
dated 8 September, 1890, to R. W. Lassiter, C. S. C., also a letter of 
J. S. Timberlake to han said clerk of said ‘date, and the said Alonzo 
Neville admitting that the renunciation of said Mrs. Candace Williams 
was duly executed before F. P. Pierce, the subscribing witness, which 
paper is filed, and no charges being preferred against said administrator, 
the court is of opinion that he should not be removed from his office, and 
that said Mrs. Candace Williams had no right or power to name the ad- 
ministrator of Mrs. Knight. The court finds as a fact, and it is admitted, 
- that said-Emily Knight died 8 May, 1890, in Granville County, and 
that Mrs. Candace Williams is the next of kin of said deceased, and that 
said Alonzo Neville is the largest creditor of said estate. From this 
ruling said Candace Williams and her said appointee appealed,” ete. 

The facts appearing from the record and Banding of the court below 
are set out in the opine: 
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J. B. Batchelor for plaintff. | - (561) 
R. H. Battle, M. V. Lanier, and N. B. Cannady for defendant. 


Avery, J. It is conceded that Candace Williams, being the only sister 
of the decedent, who left néither husband, child nor brother surviving 
her, had the right to administer within six months after her sister’s 
death. She had also the right within that time to select. and recommend 
such person as she might prefer if she did not wish to administer her- 
self, and if her nominee was suitable in character, habits and’ intellect, to 
demand his appointment. Little v. Berry, 94 N. C., 433; Ritchie v. 
McAuslin, 2 N. C., 220; Pearce v. Castriz, 58 N.C., 71; Wallis v. Wallis, 
60 N. C., 78; Schouler on Exrs., sec. 1138. 

Emily Knight died in Granville County on 8 May, 1890. On 14 
June, 1890, the clerk of the Superior Court in Granville County granted 
letters of administration to the defendant Alonzo Neville, who was the 
largest creditor. Candace Williams had not filed any paper renouncing 
her right, as next of kin, to administer, but the defendant had visited her 
at her home in Franklin County, after the death of her sister and before 
the said 14 June, and, in a conversation then had with her, she declared 
to him “that she would not have anything to do with, and, would not 


administer upon,” the estate of the decedent. The Code, sec. 1378, pro- _ 


vides that “when any person applies for administration, and any other 
person has a prior right thereto, a written renunciation of the person or 
_ persons having such prior right must be produced and filed with the 
clerk.” I+ is manifest, therefore, that the language used by the plaintiff 
in conversation did not, in contemplation of law, amount to a renuncia- 
tion. In Hill v. Alsnanighs 72 N. C., 404, the Court, construing sections 
6, 7 and 8 of Battle’s Revisal (The Code, secs. 1878 to 1380) said: | 
‘We think the true intent and meaning of the statute is, that the (562). 
persons primarily entitled to administration, ‘shall assert their 

right and comply with the law within six months after the death of the 
intestate; and that a party interested, wishing to quicken their diligence 
within that time, must do so by citation as prescribed by statute, or if 
a person not preferred applies for administration within six months he 
must produce the written renunciation of the person or persons having 
prior right.” It was only after the lapse of six months that the clerk 
had the right to appoint the “most competent creditor,” when plaintiff 
had neither renounced in writing nor applied for letters for herself or 
‘some suitable person selected by her. After the expiration of thirty ‘days 
(after 8 June, 1890) the defendant might have applied to the clerk to 
issue a citation to the plaintiff to show cause why she should not be 
decreed to have renounced. It was his own folly, if, instead of pursuing ~ 
the course plainly pointed out by the law, he aopliea for and obtained 
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letters of administration at the expiration of only thirty-six days after 
the death of Emily Knight. It was in his power to compel her to 
renounce or actively assert her right within twenty days. In the © 
absence of such citation, the law gave the plaintiff six months to de- 
liberate and determine whether she would apply for letters of adminis- 
tration to be issued either to herself or her appointee. The appointment 
of Neville having been made contrary to law, the clerk ought first to 
have revoked the letters illegally issued to him, upon the motion of the — 
person entitled to administer or to nominate, and then to have allowed a 
reasonable time for her or her appointee to qualify. Hughes v. Pipkin, 
61 N.C.,4. If the plaintiff, in answer to a citation issued in the manner — 
indicated by the law, had claimed the right for herself or another, and 
the person named by her had been appointed by the court, and had failed — 
or refused within a reasonable time to qualify, then, though the 
(563) six months had not expired, the clerk would have been authorized 
by law to appoint another. Stoker v. Kendall, 44 N. C., 242. 

On 8 September, 1890, Candace Williams wrote a letter to ihe clerk 
(R. W. Lassiter) stating that she claimed her right to administer within 
six months’ (four months only then having expired) from the death of her 
sister; that she had given that privilege to J. S. Timberlake, and wished 
him to revoke the letters of administration which, as she had ascertained 
from reading an advertisement, had been granted to the defendant. She 
insisted also that, as the larger part of the property was in Franklin’ 
County, letters ought to be granted by the clerk of the Superior Court of 
that county. On the same day (8 September), J. S. Timberlake also 
_wrote to R. W. Lassiter, clerk, that, at the request of the plaintiff, he 
had consented to administer on the estate of her sister, Mrs. Knight, and 
would administer within six months, as he claimed a right to do, but, as 
the most of her estate was in Franklin County, he expected to administer 
there. I+ was evident that J. S. Timberlake had advised her, upon such 
information as he had, that the clerk of the Superior Court of Franklin 
County alone had jurisdiction, whereas, in fact, the court of Granville 
had acquired sole jurisdiction by first moving in the matter, though its 
order was subject to revocation on motion of plaintiff. The Code, sec. 
1375; Claywell v. Sudderth, 77 N. C., 287. 

On 1 October, 1890, the plaintiff filed before R. W. Lassiter, clerk of 
the *Superior Court of Granville, the following paper, addressed to 
Lassiter, clerk: | 

“1, Candace Williams, sister of Mrs. Emily Knight, and entitled to 
administer on her estate, hereby renounce my right to qualify as such 
administrator, and request that the clerk of the Superior Court appoint 
E. W. Timberlake. I further certify that I am the only sister, living, of 
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the said Emily Knight, and that she had no brother at her death. (564) 
1 October, 1890.” (Signed by Candace Williams, and witnessed 
by F. P. Pierce.) 

“T am well acquainted with Mrs. Candace Williams, and she is 
the only sister of Mrs. Emily Knight. I further know that she has no 
brother living.” (Signed F. P. Pierce.) 

On 27 October, 1890, the parties, with their attorneys, appeared before 
said R. W. Lassiter, clerk, when he refused the motion to remove Alonzo 
Neville, as administrator, resting his ruling in express terms upon the 
ground that the letter of Candace Williams, dated 8 September, and that 
' of J. 8S. Timberlake of the same date, amounted to a total revocation on 
her part, and that “Mrs. Candace Williams had no right or power to 
name the administrator of Mrs. Knight.” This ruling was palpably 
erroneous. In Little vu. Berry, supra, this Court, conceding that no 
question had ever been raised as to the right of the next of kin to © 
renounce in favor of a suitable person selected by them where a decedent 
had died intestate, went further, and overruling Suttle v. Turner, 53 
N. C., 408, declared that the same rule applied in case of the appoint- 
ment of an administrator cum testamento annexo, whether the will was 
proven and the executor qualified before 1 July, 1869, under the pro- 
visions of Revised Code, ch. 40, sec. 2, or after that date under the Code 
of Civil Procedure, which was then enacted. The Code, sec. 1876; Bat. 
Rev., ch. 45, sec. 1. The appeal in that case was from an explicit ruling 
of the judge below that the next of kin had no right to designate the 
person who should be appointed in their stead. 

The refusal to appoint E. W. Timberlake, who was nominated on 1 | 
October, was error on the part of the clerk, and after the appeal to the 
judge of the Superior Court on 27 October, 1890, the clerk had no further 
control over the matter. The previous notice, dated 8 August, to the 
effect that the plaintiff expected to renounce before the clerk in Franklin 
County in favor of J. S. Timberlake, and ask Lassiter to revoke the 
letters to Neville, was not, as it was not intended to be, a renun- 
clation of a right to administer, such as would justify the order (565) 
made. The paper filed 1 October was a formal renunciation in 
favor of her own nominee, E. W. Timberlake, within less than five 
months after Mrs. Knight’s death. It was the first renunciation filed, 
and it. was a conditional one. E. W. Timberlake was not required to go 
before the clerk on 27 October, anticipating the action of the clerk, with 
a bond executed in the same sum named in Neville’s bond. There is © 
neither precedent nor reason for such practice. Upon his examination 
as an applicant, under section 1388 of The Code, the clerk might have — 
valued the personal property at a higher figure after acquiring such 
information as he could give than he had previously done. So that the 


108—28 395 


IN THE SUPREME COURT ——_—=‘[108 


WILLIAMS v. NEVILLE 


framers of the statute must have contemplated that the amount of bond 
should depend upon the application and examination of the principal 
named in it, unless the clerk preferred to examine another person. _ 

After the appeal to the Superior Court on 27 October, KE. W. Timber- 
lake was not required to appear before the clerk for the twelve days 
remaining after the expiration of the whole of the six months pending 
the appeal in the higher Court, and go through the vain ceremony of 
tendering a bond in a sum fixed by himself to a clerk who had solemnly 
declared, as a conclusion of law, that the plaintiff had no right to seléct 
. him and demand his appointment and Neville’s removal. 

On 27 October, 1890, the attorneys of the plaintiff entered the motion, 
which appears of record, to appoint E. W. Timberlake in accordance 
with the request dated 1 October, 1890, and it was this motion which 
was refused on that day, and from which an appeal was then and there 
taken, as appears from the clerk’s order. The fact that Candace Wil- 
liams and her husband, pending that appeal, and before it was heard 

before Boykin, J., at January Term, 1890, filed before the clerk 

(566) a more formal renunciation in fayor of E. W.Timberlake, does not 

| affect his right, or her right for him, to insist upon the removal of 

Neville, and his appointment by reason of the designation on 1 October. | 

After the controversy had been transferred to the Superior Court in term- 

time the clerk had no jurisdiction of the matter. The paper dated 

“November Term” purports to be only “a ratification of the power I 

(she) have heretofore given him, E. W. Timberlake,” to act as such, 
evidently referring to the paper of 1 October. 

The judge finds as a fact that E. W. Timberlake has never applied for _ 
letters of administration. It was a vain and foolish thing to apply after 
refusal of an application made in due time to have Neville removed. 
He could not be appointed till the defendant could be removed, and his 
removal was to be made, if at all, at the instance of the plaintiff. Garri- 
son v. Cox, 95 N. C., 3538. 

It was error to refuse to remove Neville when he had been appointed 
contrary to law. The clerk ought to have removed him, and to have 
given notice to E. W. Timberlake to qualify within a reasonable time— 
say thirty days from service of notice—and such will be the proper order 
when this opinion shall be certified. Wallis v. Wallis, supra. In the 
case of Stoker v. Kendall, supra, the facts were that a creditor gave 
notice, as Neville should have done in this case, to one who was the next 
of kin of decedent, that he will make application at a certain term of the 
county court for letters of administration, and at said term the person 
so notified appeared before the court, and an order was entered appoint- 
ing him, with the proviso that he should give bond in a sum named. 
This Court said in that case that three months after entering the order of 
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appointment was more than a reasonable time to allow him for filing 
bond, and on his failure to do so before the next February Term it was 
proper for the county court to then appoint the creditor. What is 
reasonable time, when the statutes does not fix it, is a question 
for the Court. Hughes v. Pipkin, supra. (567) 
We think, for the reasons stated, that there was no error in the 
ruling of the court below that the clerk erred in refusing to remove the 
defendant, and that the plaintiff being entitled on 1 October to designate 
a suitable person to act as administrator, and her motion being then 
refused, has still the right to demand the appointment of E. W. Timber- 
lake, if he be adjudged a suitable person, or to administer herself, or 
‘designate another person. There is no error. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Boynton v. Heartt, 158 N. C., 491, 495. 


L. C. HOWLAND er at. v. JOHN FORLAW. 


Lessor and Lessee—Inen of Landlord—Distress—T enant. 


1. Tixeapt in case of landlord and tenant provided for sadially by statute, the 
lessor has no lien upon the product of the leased property as rent; it is 
for all purposes, until division, deemed vested in the tenant, and his 
sale to third persons before the rent is ascertained and set apart conveys 
- good title. . 


2. The common law remedy of lessors by distress does not obtain in this State. 


Action brought to recover the value of certain fish-scrap and oil sold 
by B. T. Webb & Co., who were in charge of plaintiffs’ mills, to the de- 
fendant, tried at Fall Term, 1890, of Carteret, before Armfield, J. 

_ His Honor refused to give instructions asked, and charged the jury 
as follows: 

“That the contract between plaintiffs Howland and B. T. Webb & COo., 
was not a copartnership contract, but was a contract of rental of the 
property of plaintiffs for one-fourth of the product of the factory. 

That if the plaintiffs were in possession of the property in con- (568) 
troversy, under the contract introduced in evidence, the same hav- 

ing been delivered to them, and defendant purchased it and took it 
away, then, whether said property (scrap and oil) was divided or not, 
the plaintiffs are entitled to recover, that being the effect of the contract.” 
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The defendant requested the court, among other prayers, to give the 
following instruction : | 
“4, If said Benjamin T. Webb was the lessee of plaintiff of ‘The 
Steep Point Fish-Scrap and Oil Factory, and was in possession of said 
factory and fish-scrap and oil therein, under an agreement to pay, as 
rent therefor, a portion or percentage of the profits or the gross products 
of serap and oil, and the defendant Forlaw purchased from said Webb 
’ from said factory fish-scrap and oil in bulk, or which had never been 
divided, or set apart to plaintiffs as rent, then the plaintiffs are not 
entitled to recover any amount, as plaintiffs had no possession, or right 
of property, sufficient to maintain this action, nor any lien by statute or 
otherwise in the fish-scrap and oil until a division. The plaintiff’s cause 
of action 1s against Benjamin T. Webb, if any one.” | 
The defendant excepted to the instruction given, and to the refusal to 
charge as requested. Defendant appealed. . 
' The other material facts are stated in the opinion of the ease. 


No counsel for plainteff. 
C. Rk. Thomas, Jr., for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: By the terms of the covenant 
entered into between the plaintiffs Ralph Howland and L. C. Howland 
and B. T. Webb & Co., the plaintiffs agree to “furnish” the firm “a purse 
seine and two purse boats, also the fish-scrap and oil works, with appurte- 

nances, situated on Steep Point on North River,” while Webb & 
(569) Co. agreed to “deliver” to him “one-fourth of the gross product 

of oi] and scrap of said factory, seine oil to be barreled and scrap 
in bulk in scrap-house, all to be in shipping order.” B. T. Webb & Co. 
further coyenanted to pay all of the expenses of catching fish and that 
incurred in running the factory during the year, and to fill certain 
engagements for furnishing scrap previously made by the plaintiffs with 
a customer. | : 

Before it was declared by statute (The Code, sec. 1754) that crops 
raised on land leased for agricultural purposes should be deemed vested 
in the landlord to secure the payment of his rents, his advancements 
and expenditures for making and saving crops, and the performance on 
the part of the tenant of the stipulation in the lease, the title to the whole 
of the crop was, in contemplation of law, vested in the tenant (even where 
the parties had agreed upon the payment as rent of a certain portion of the 
crop) until a division had been made and the share of the landlord had 
been set apart to him in severalty. Deaver v. Rice, 20 N. C., 567; Gor- 
don v. Armstrong, 27 N. C., 409; Biggs v. Ferrell, 34 N. C., 1; Ross v. 
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Swarringer, 31 N. C., 481. This was an agreement to pay for the rent 
of the manufacturing establishment, the seine and boats, a certain pro- 
portion of the oil and scrap manufactured, instead of a rent in money, 
and. constituted Webb & Co. neither partners nor servants (or croppers) 
of Howland, but simply renters. Biggs v. Ferrell, supra, and Ross 'v. 
Swarringer, supra. Webb & Co. were to divide the product of the mill 
and set apart Howland’s share. The oil works, with all appurtenances, 
situated on Steep Point, were described with sufficient certainty to pass a 
definite interest. These provisions 1n the agreement are distinctive char- 
acteristics of a lease. Harrison v. Ricks, 711 N. C., 7, and Haywood v. 
Rogers, 73 N. C., 820. As the works, with appurtenances, were 

not demised for agricultural purposes, no lien in favor of the (570) 
lessor attached to the scrap and oil made. The plaintiffs have 

only their common law remedy. The common law right of distress or 
rent was held to be inconsistent with the spirit of our statutes in North 
Carolina. Taylor Landlord and Tenant, sec. 558; Deaver v. Rice, 
supra. Where a plaintiff recovered in an action of ejectment, the crop 
growing on the land when he was not in possession passed with the land, 
but he could neither recover specific articles (whether crops or trees) 
that had been severed from the land during the occupancy by the tres- 
passer, 1n an action of replevin, nor their value in trover, of one who had 
bought from the latter. Brothers v. Hurdle, 32 N. C., 490; Ray v. Gard- 
ner, 82 N. C., 454; Harrison v. Hoff, 102 N. C., 128. The remedy in 
such cases was an action of trespass for mesne profits against the party 
evicted. The very forcible reason given by Pearson, J., for adopting this 
rule was that in a country where there were no markets, overt public 
policy forbade that every one who purchased a load of wood or a bushel 
of corn should incur a liability to the owner of the land from which it 
had been severed, if it should afterwards appear that they had pur- 
chased from a tenant holding over or other trespasser. Brothers v. 
Hurdle, supra. The public would be subjected to the same inconvenience 
if every purchaser of fish-scrap or oil from the lessee of an establish- 
ment where it is made subjected himself to a lability equal to the value 
of the article purchased, in case of failure on the part of the lessee to 
pay the full amount of rent according to the stipulations of the lease. 
The plaintiffs abandoned the ancillary remedy (claim and delivery) 
and relied upon showing a conversion of their property by the defendant, 
who had bought a quantity of scrap and oil, the product of the works 
leased, from B. T. Webb & Co. It is manifest that they can neither 
maintain an action of trover against the purchaser from Webb & Co. 
for the value of the property, nor resort to the ancillary remedy and 
thereby establish a right to seize the specific article sold by said 

lessees. Cooley on Torts, page 445. Having no len by virtue (571) 
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of The Code, sec. 1754, until the receipt of their rent in kind, 
plaintiffs can look only to the lessees to deliver it, or account for its 
value if they sell. The lessees, until the division was made under the 
contract with thé lessor, were, in contemplation of law, the owners of 
all of the scrap and oil manufactured. The effect of a sale of any part 
of the scrap or oil made was to subject them to liability to the lessors 
pro tanto for the value of the landlord’s proportion. ‘There was error 
in the refusal of the judge to charge that, under the contract, B. T. 
Webb & Co. were lessees, and the defendant incurred no liability by 
buying scrap that had not been set apart and delivered to plaintiffs, 
or their agent, as rent, and that, by a sale of any portion of the un- 
divided products of the manufacturing establishment leased to them, 
B. T. Webb & Co. passed a good title to the purchaser. For the error 
pointed out, a new trial must be awarded. It is useless to discuss the 
other assignments of error. 
New trial. 


Cited: Russell v. Hill, 125 N. C., 472; White v. Fox, ib., 549; Rey- 
nolds v. Taylor, 144 N. C., 167. | 


L. WOODLIEF, Apmr., v.. SARAH J. BRAGG ET AL. 


Claims Against E'states—Creditors—Statute of Limitations. 


1, When the creditor presented his claim against the estate of deceased person 
within one year, the same not being then barred by the statute of limita- 
tions, and the administrator, without having admitted its correctness in 
terms, filed his petition to make assets to pay the debts of the estate: 
Held, that the defendants in such proceedings could not be allowed to set 
up the statute of limitations in resistence to this claim. 


2. The personal representative represents the deceased, and his admission of 
the correctness of a Claim, unless impeached for fraud, will estop the 
heirs. 


3. When the personal representative does not deny the correctness of the 
claim filed with him in proper time, but filed his petition to make assets 
to pay it, this is strong proof that he admitted it. 


(572). Apprar from Boykin, J., at January Term, 1891, of Gran- | 
VILLE. 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion..: 


400 


N.O.] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1894 


WoopDLIEF v. BRAGG 


J. W. Graham for plaintiff. 
L. C. Edwards and J. B. Batchelor for detondiente 


Gone: J. The creditor er the claims now in dispute to the 
satnicastratot within one year of his qualification, and said claims were 
not barred by the statute of limitations at the death of the intestate. The 
administrator files this petition to condemn proceeds of sale of certain. 
real estate in the clerk’s office as assets to pay debts, there being an in- 
sufficiency of assets, and the defendants, the heirs at law, seek the benefit — 
of the statute of limitations. 

The Code, sec. 164, provides that . a claim is “filed with the personal 
representative within the time above specified (i. e. one year after grant 
of letters to the personal representative) and the same shall be admitted 
‘by him, it shall not be necessary to bring an action upon such claim to 
prevent the bar.” The Code, sec. 1429, provides that if action should, 
notwithstanding, be brought, the nine must pay the costs unless pay- 
ment is unnecessarily delayed or neglected, or the defendant refuses to 
refer the matter. The first section above cited (164) provides gener- 
ally that the statute under such circumstances ceases to run, and there 
is nothing which would seem to indicate a suspension of the statute as 
‘to the personal representative only, leaving the heir at law to be pro- 
tected by the lapse of time. Action could only be brought against the 
personal representative, and the statute (sec. 1429) to discourage the 
bringing of such action, provides that the plaintiff shall pay the costs, 
except in certain instances, which do not apply to this case. 

When judgment is obtained against the personal representative, (573) 
the heir at law cannot plead the statute of limitations unless 
there is fraud and collusion. Speer v. James, 94 N. C., 417; Long v. 
Oxford, ante, 280. The reason of this is that the personal repre- 
sentative represents the deceased, and hence, when a judgment is ob-- 
tained against him, in the absence of fraud and collusion, it 1s conclusive 
as to the validity of the indebtedness against the heirs as well as against 
the distributee. For the same reason, since the amendment of The Code, 
sec. 164, by ch. 80, Laws 1881 (the provision above quoted) the heir is 
as much barred by the filing of the claim within the prescribed time and 
its admission by the personal representative, as he would be by the latter 
submitting to a judgment. It will be noted that the claim in contro- ' 
versy in Bevers v. Park, 88 N. C., 456, was a cause of action accrued 
prior to the Code of Civil Procedure and section 164 did not ‘apply to it 
at all. Hall v. Gobbs, 87 N. C., 4. Besides, a judgment had been ob- 
tained on that claim, and the amendatory act (ch. 80, Laws 1881) now 
before us, could have no application. 
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In the present case it is not expressly found that the administrator 
admitted the claim. In Flemming v. Flemming, 85 N. C., 127, where 
this provision was construed, Smith, C. J., says the creditor had perhaps 
the right to “deem the acceptance (of the claim by the administrator) 
without remark as arresting the running of the statute.”’ We do not 
hold that reception of claim by the administrator without objection is 
per sé an “‘admission” of its correctness, but here not only the claim was 
filed in proper time and no objection was made, but the administrator 
files the petition to obtain assets to pay it. This is strong proof that 
he did not deny its correctness but “admitted” it—certamly it is so in 
the absence of any proof whatever to the contrary. 

Per Curiam. No error. 


Cited: Turner v. Shuffer, post, 647; Lee v. McKoy, 118 N. C., 522; 
Hinton v. Pritchard, 126 N. C., 10; Justice v. Gallert, 181 N. C., 396; 
Harris v. Davenport, 182 N. C., 701. : 


(574) 
JUNIUS F. ROGERS et au. v. THE BANK OF OXFORD. 


Interest—U sury—C ontract—Bond—C onsent—Rereference—M otion 
—Hxception—Penalty for Usury—Statute of Limitations. 


1. An order of reference entered by the court without objection from either 
side.is “by consent.” The facts found were approved by the court, and 
are not reviewable in this Court. 


2, When, at the final report of a referee, a party moved to exclude certain 
charges or items, this will be treated as an exception thereto, and there 
can be no question as to the motion being in apt time, as no objection by 
the other side was made. 


8. An action to recover the penalty for usury must be brought within two years 
from the time the usury was paid. 


4. In an action by a firm and their surety to a contract to secure a balance 
due after advancements made, brought against a bank for an account 
and settlement, and also to stop the foreclosure of a mortgage executed 
by one of the firm to further secure the said balance: Held, (1) that more 
than two years having elapsed since the cause of action accrued, the 
penalty for usury could not be recovered; (2) that, as between the bank 
and the firm, the usurious transactions were separate and distinet from 

the indebtedness of the firm, not necessary to the ascertainment of the 
balance, and that relief to the extent of the usurious interest charged 
could not be granted; (8) that in ascertaining the balance for which the 
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obligors on the bonds are liable, as such, only six per cent interest can be 

charged, and after the balance is ascertained eight per cent thereon, 

according to the contract; (4) that, as against the surety, six per cent 

should be charged in ascertaining the balance, and eight per cent there- 
’ after, according to the contract. 


AvpEAL at November Term, 1890, of GranviLtz, from Mackae, J. 
The plaintiffs executed to the defendant a bond whereof the follow- 
ing 1s a copy: 


“$5,000. Oxrorp, N. C., 1 Nov., 1886. 
“For value received, we, John B. Booth, J. F. Rogers and C. M. 
Rogers, hereby acknowledge ourselves jointly and severally bound 
to the Bank of Oxford in the sum of $5,000, and hereby also bind (575) 
our heirs, executors, administrators and assigns. 
“Witness our hands and seals, the day and date above written. _ 
“The foregoing obligation is made to secure the Bank of Oxford for 
such amounts, not exceeding $5,000, as it may advance to said John B. 
Booth and J. F. Rogers, firm of Booth & Rogers, who propose to trade 
and deal in leaf tobacco. The amount due at any time shall be evi- 
denced by the account which the Bank of Oxford agrees to open with 
sald Booth & Rogers, and is to include and secure all amounts drawn 
by them for any purpose wnatsoever. All advances under this agree- 
ment may be. discontinued by the Bank of Oxford upon three days’ 
notice, and the account shall stand for settlement in fifteen days there- 
after, when the balance shall be considered due and payable. If not 
paid, interest thereafter shall be at eight per cent per annum. This 
agreement terminates on 31 October, 1887, and the obligors hereto 
shall be held bound for whatever balance may then appear to be due the 
sald Bank of Oxford, with interest thereafter at the rate of eight per 
cent per annum. 
“Witness : 
“Joun B. Boots, [Seal.] 
“J. F. Roczrs, [ Seal. | 
“O, M. Roemrs.”  [Seal. | 


The defendant had loaned to Booth & Rogers, the firm mentioned 
therein, large sums of money before the date of this bond, and it claimed 
a considerable balance as due it from them at that time on account of 
former dealings. As contemplated by the bond, the defendant advanced 
to the firm large sums of money between its date and the time the agree- 
ment therein specified terminated. It charged the firm interest for the 
money it loaned them from time to time at the rate of 12 per 
centum per annum, and this was charged and paid monthly. (576) 
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In addition to the bond above set forth, the plaintiff B. F. Rogers 
executed to the defendants a mortgage of a valuable tract of land 
to secure it as to moneys it might advance to the said firm. 

The defendant claimed that the firm mentioned owed it a large bal- 
ance on account of such advancements, and was proceeding to sell the 
land embraced by the mortgage referred to by virtue of a power of sale 
therein contained to pay such balance. The plaintiffs brought this action 
to prevent such sale and compel the defendant to an account and settle- 
ment of the dealings and transactions between them and it, alleging 
that they owed it very little, if anything, etc. The defendant admitted 
some of the allegations of the complaint, and denied many of the ma- 
- terial ones. The sale of the land was stayed, pending the action by in- © 
junction. , 

The court in the course of the action, by order, appointed a referee 
to find the material facts and to take and state an account, and make 
report of the same. Accordingly the facts were found, the account stated 
and report thereof filed. The defendant filed exceptions thereto, which 
the court overruled. At a subsequent term, on the coming in of an 
amended report, the plaintiffs did not file formal exceptions, but filed — 
a motion in writing, objecting to sundry items of charge, and among 
these, charges of usury exacted by the defendant, etc. The court over- 
ruled the motion thus made, confirmed the report, gave judgment in 
favor of the defendant for the balance as ascertained to be due from the 
plaintiffs, and directed a sale of the land, mentioned, ete. The plain- 
tiffs having excepted, appealed to this Court. 


R. H. Battle, M. V. Lanier and N. B. Cannady for plaintiffs. 
L. C. Edwards and J. B. Batchelor for defendant. | 


(577) Merrion, C. J. The order of reference to find the material 

facts and state the necessary account was entered by the court 
without objection from either of the parties. It was, therefore, 
entered by consent. The referee filed his report and the defendant, hav- 
ing filed exceptions thereto, they were overruled. There was a rerefer- 
ence and an amended report. The court approved the findings of fact. 
These findings are not reviewable here. Wadesboro v. Atkinson, 107. 
N. C., 317, and cases there cited. 

The plaintiffs did not formally file exceptions to the report of the 
referee, but at the term when the final amended report was filed they 
“moved” without objection, so far as appears, to exclude certain items 
of charge and other charges of interest, which the plaintiffs insisted 
represented certain usury exacted from them by the defendant. This 
motion in writing embraced several specified objections to the report, 
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and it was in effect exceptions thereto, and should have been so treated. 
It served the purpose of exceptions as effectually as if it had been so 
called. It was insisted on the argument that if it should be treated as 
exceptions they were not made in apt time. They were made at the term 
when the completed report was filed. But if it be granted that they 
should have been made when the report was at first filed, there was no 
objection to filing them on the part of the defendant and the court enter- 
tained and overruled them. This had the effect to cure any irregularity 
as to the time of filing the same, so that such exceptions must be 
treated for all pertinent purposes, as having been made. 

But if such exceptions had not been filed, it was, nevertheless, com- 
petent for the plaintiffs to move, and insist before the court, that it 
. should, upon the record, including the findings of fact and the report, 
enter a particular judgment asked for by them, and if the court had 
declined to grant the same they might have assigned error. The 
defendant might have done the like. This is so, because it was (578) 
_ the duty of the court to inspect the whole record and enter such 
judgment as it would properly warrant. Indeed, in such case the appel- 
lant might take advantage of error in the judgment in this Court, in the 
absence of any formal assignment of error, if the error appeared on the 
face of the record. The Code, sec. 957; Thornton v. Brady, 100 N. C., 
38; Bush v. Hall, 95 N. C., 82; S..v. Watkins 101 N. C., 702; eer 
non v. Morrison, 104 N. G., 354, 

One leading purpose of this action is to sine an account and settle- 
ment of the dealings and transactions between the plaintifis Booth and 
J. F. Rogers, trading and doing business as partners under the name of 
Booth & Rogers, and the defendant, during the whole period, beginning | 
on the 11 November, 1885, and ending at the time of taking the account. | 
Adverting now to this view of the case, it appears from the report of the 
referee that the defendant exacted from the firm considerable sums of 
usury. The plaintiffs insist that such sums shall be placed to their 
credit in stating the account. The defendant, on the contrary, objects 
and contends that this cannot be done, because, granting that the usury 
was exacted, it was actually paid by the firm more than two years next | 
before this action began, and, moreover, its exaction and payment was a 
transaction concluded, distinct, separate and apart from the indebted- 
ness of the firm to the defendant on account of money advanced to them 
from time to time. It certainly appears that the defendant charged 
the firm interest daily on balances in their favor at the rate of 12 per 
centum per annum, and at the end of each month they paid the same by 
their check on their deposit with the defendant. It is clear that the firm 
gave their check from time to time, and the defendant received the same 
as payment for the interest so exacted. The mere fact that the firm paid 
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(579) such rate of interest reluctantly—did not want to do so—could 

not defeat the purpose of payment and the legal character of the 
transaction. The exaction was illegal, and the firm might after- 
. wards have recovered back twice the amount of interest so paid 1f it had 
brought its action for the purpose within two years next after such pay- 
ment; but it did not do so, and it is now too late. The Code, sec. 3836. 
It was insisted on the argument that the court, in the exercise of its 
jurisdiction in equitable matters, could and would grant relief to the 
extent of the usury exacted. This it might do, if the interest had not 
been actually paid as a transaction separate and distinct from the in- 
debtedness of the firm to the defendant. There was a clear purpose of 
the parties to treat the matter of interest as apart and distinct from 
the advancement of money to the firm, however reluctantly the latter 
paid the usurious rate. Cobb v. Morgan, 83 N.C., 211. 

A second purpose of the action is to ascertain and determine the meas- 
ure of liability of the plaintiffs to the defendant upon the bond specified 
in the pleadings. It was contemplated and expected by the parties that 
the defendant would, from time to time between 1 November, 1886, and 
31 October, 1887, lend—‘“advance’—to the business firm of Booth & 
Rogers considerable sums of money, and the purpose of the bond in ques- 
tion was to secure to the defendant any balance, not exceeding $5,000, 
that the firm might owe it upon the termination of such loans as con- 
templated and provided by the bond. It did not, in terms or by just 
implication, embrace any balance or balances of money advanced to the 
firm before or after the period above specified—there is nothing in it 
that intimates such purpose. The obligation was to secure such balance 
of such sums of money as the defendant “may advance” to the firm— 
not of such sums as it had advanced—and the agreement, by its express 
terms, was to be at an end on a day specified. 

The provision of the condition of the bond, that “it is to in- 

(580) clude and secure all amounts drawn by them, (the firm) for any 
purpose whatsoever,” does not imply for all possible purposes. It 

must be interpreted as extending to amounts drawn for any lawful pur- 
pose pertinent to and within the meaning of the business specified of the 
firm. It is not to be presumed that the parties contemplated any unlaw- 
ful purpose, or business transactions or practices other than such as 
were legitimate, if the same were within the knowledge of the defendant. 
Hence it was not expected that the defendant would advance to the firm 
from time to time large sums of money and exact interest therefor at 
the rate of 12 per centum per annum. It was not within the meaning 
of the bond that the dealings between the defendant and the firm, as to 
the purpose specified, should be based upon such an unlawful rate of 
interest. Nor did the obligors in the bond agree to pay the balance of 
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such advances of money ascertained by the allowance of unlawful rates 
of interest. In view of the nature of the matter, it may be fairly said, 
in the absence of any stipulated rate of interest, that they expected the 
defendant would charge and receive for the use of its money so advanced 
the lawful interest—that is, interest at the rate of 6 per centum per an- 
num. By reasonable implication it came within the scope of the agree- 
ment of the obligors of the bond that they would pay the balance of the 
money so advanced, allowing the defendant the lawful rate of interest. 
They certainly expected that the defendant would “advance’—lend— 
the firm money, and as certainly that the bank would demand and the 
firm would pay interest, and at the lawful rate. 

Hence, in ascertaining the balance for which the obligors of the beat 
are liable as such, the defendant can only be allowed interest at the 
rate of 6 per centum per annum, and interest upon the balance ascer- 
tained at the rate of 8 per centum per annum, because the latter rate 

as to the balance was stipulated for in the bond. 

The plaintiffs Booth and J. F. Rogers are before the court (581) 
as partners composing the firm of Booth & Rogers, and also 

as individuals, and the defendant is entitled to judgment against 
them for the balance of money due it upon their whole dealings and 
transactions with it, embraced by the pleadings, without regard to the 
usury paid, and to have the mortgage specified in the pleading foreclosed, 
and the land embraced by it sold to that end, if need be; but the defend- 
ant is entitled to have judgment against the plaintiff Clinton M. Rogers 
for the balance of moneys, not exceeding $5,000, advanced to the firm of 
Booth & Rogers during the period specified in the bond; that balance to 
be ascertained by allowing the defendant interest for the use of the 
money so advanced at the rate of 6 per centum per annum, and interest 
on such balance at the rate of 8 per centum per annum. 

The account and judgment must be modified in accordance with this | 
opinion, and as thus modified affirmed. To that end let the opinion be 
certified to the Superior Court. It is so ordered. 


Crark, J., dissents. 


Per Curiam. Modified and affirmed. 
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REUBEN BARBEE ET At. v. B. W. BARBHE ET AL. 


‘Deel aice— Pal Testimony to Vary Recitals—Recital ie Pay- 
ment of Purchase-money—Partition—The Code, Sec. 590—Interested 
Witness. 


1. The recital in a deed of the receipt of the consideration is not contractual 
in its character, and is only prima facie evidence of the payment of the 
purchase-money, which may be rebutted by parol testimony. 


2. In proceedings for partition of real estate the plaintiffs proposed to show 
‘that in the division of certain lands of G, the heirs of whom were the 
parties to these proceedings, an agreement was made between him and 
them by which some were to pay others for equality of partition: Held, 
that G being a witness ang a party in interest, the testimony was in- 
competent. ; 


(582) SpecraL PROCEEDING for the partition of real estate between 
the heirs at law of one Gray Barbee, tried, upon appeal from the 
clerk, before MacRae, J., at October Term, 1890, ‘of Durywam. 
The question presented for review related to certain alleged advance- 
ments made by the said Barbee to several heirs mentioned in the petition. 
The facts are set out in the opinion. 


J. Parker, R. B. Boone and W. A. Guthrie for plaintiffs. 
SW. Graham and PF. L. Fuller for defendants. : 


Sueruerp, J. Although the record is very voluminous, containing 
the report of the referee, a very. considerable amount of testimony and 
many exceptions, it seemed to be the understanding of counsel that, for 
the purposes of this appeal, but two questions were necessary to be 
argued by them, and decided by the Court. 

1. The first question involves the correctness of his Honor’s ruling 
that the recitals of the payment of the considerations set forth in the 
deeds executed by the said Barbee to several of his children were, in the 
absence of allegations and proof of mistake, fraud, etc., so far conclu- 
sive as to preclude the introduction of parol testimony to show the true 
character of the transactions, and thus rebut the presumption of a sale 
arising from such recitals. There was abundant testimony to sustain the 
findings of the referee that the conveyances were intended as advance- 

ments. Indeed, it was admitted by the‘parties examined, that they 
(583) had not, in fick, paid the considerations mentioned, and it also ap- 
pears that Mr. Barbee had charged some of his children with the 
payment of certain amounts in favor of others for the purpose of equal- 
izing the partial distribution of his property. There can really be no 
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question that such was his intention, but it is earnestly insisted that 
parol testimony cannot be heard to show such intention until the con- 
veyances are corrected in respect to the recitals above mentioned. In 
support of this position we are referred to the case of Wilkinson v. Wil- 
kinson, 17 N. C., 876. There a father conveyed land to his son by a 
deed of bargain and sale, which recited the payment of several hundred 
dollars as purchase-money. The court held that the proof offered to 
show that the consideration had not been paid was insufficient, but it 
was at the same time declared that had the testimony been satisfactory 
it would not have been heard to contradict the recital, unless it appeared 
“that by reason of some unfair practice, or through mistake, or by sur- 
prise, the deed was made to express an intention different from that 
which the bargainor believed it did declare.” This part of the opinion 
was unnecessary to the determination of the case, and is in conflict with 
Jones v. Spaight, 6 N. C., 89, where, for the purpose of showing that a 
conveyance was intended as. an advancement, parol evidence was ad- 
mitted, without invoking any equitable element, to prove that a recited 
consideration of forty pounds, was, in fact, never paid, and was only 
mentioned, as alleged in the petition, “as a formal circumstance in the 
execution of the deed.” The principle. stated in’ Wilkinson’s case 1s 
based entirely upon the idea that the recital of the payment of the con- 
sideration is a part of the contract, and, like other written contracts, 
cannot be contradicted or varied by parol testimony. Such seems to be 
the general current of the decisions in England, where it is held that the 
consideration cannot be recovered in a court of law in the face of 

a recital of this nature. This is also generally understood to be (584) 
the course of judicial decisions in North Carolina. Brockett »v. 

Foscue, 8 N. C., 64; Mendenhall v. Parish, 53 N. C., 105, and the cases 
cited. On the other hand, the overwhelming weight of American au- 
thority is in favor of treating the recital as only prima facie evidence 
_ of payment, as in the case of a receipt, the only effect of the considera- 
tion clause being to estop the grantor from alleging that the deed was 
executed without consideration, in order to\prevent a resulting trust. 
1 Greenleaf Ev., 37, and note; 2 Wharton Ev., 1042, and note; Bigelow 
Estoppel, 318; 3 Wash. R. P., 321. The English doctrine was very re- 
— luctantly assented to by Lord Mansfield, and it is even now claimed, ‘by 
some. writers, that the decisions of the courts of that country are not 
entirely harmonious in its application. Without stopping to inquire 
how this may be, 1t is very manifest, from an examination of our own 
decisions, that the principle has not always been practically followed in 
North Carolina. If the recital is contractual in its nature, it is plain 
that it cannot be gotten rid of but by a correction of the deed in equity, 
on the grounds mentioned in Wilkinson’s case (supra), and it would 
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seem equally clear that to obtain such relief, there must be allegation 
and proof that the clause was inserted by surprise, fraud, or mistake, ete. 
Nevertheless, this Court, in Shaw v. Williams, 100 N. C., 272, per- 
mitted the recovery of the consideration money in the teeth of a recital 
of its payment, although there was “no pretense that the plaintiff was 
surprised into making the deed or was ignorant of what she was doing.” 
“Tt was manifest” (says the Court) “that she executed it with full knowl- 
edge that it passed her estate in the land, and such was her purpose. The 
true Inquiry should have been, whether it was the intent to exonerate 
_the purchaser from his obligation to pay the consideration money by the 
introduction of this recital.” It will be observed that the recital 

(585) was pleaded as a release, and, being a part of the deed, necessarily 
showed the consideration upon which it was made. It will also 

be noted that there was no pleading whatever impeaching the said re- 
lease (there being only the general denial to the answer implied by the 
law), and yet it was held that the recital could be contradicted by parol 
testimony as to the entent with which it was made. It is very difficult 
to reconcile the decision with the principle above stated, and there are 
other cases where, perhaps, in view of the hardship of a rigid enforce- 
ment of the rule, a similar departure has been made. It seems to be 
conceded everywhere that injustice must result, in some instances, from 
a strict and logical application of the doctrine; and it is in the struggle 
to administer substantial justice in such cases, and at the same time to 
adhere to the principle that such recitals are contractual, that we find the 
inconsistencies in this and other courts in their rulings upon the subject. 
In Michael v. Foil, 100 N. C., 179, the deed recited a consideration of 
$500, but the Court, without any suggestion of fraud, surprise or mis- 
take, admitted parol evidence to vary the recital by showing that it was 
agreed, at the time of the conveyance, that the grantor should have one- 
half of the proceeds of the sale of the mineral interest in the land if such 
a sale were made in his lifetime. Although the principle of Manmng v. 
Jones, 44 N. C., 368, was applied in this case, the decision can hardly 
be reconciled with the theory that the recital of a consideration is con- 
tractual, and the Court quoted with approval a decision from the Su- 
preme Court of Massachusetts, in which State the doctrine is repudiated. 
The non-contractual character of such recitals in executed contracts is 
distinctly asserted in Harper v. Harper, 92 N. C., 300, in which the fol- 
lowing language is used: “It was contended on the argument that the 
parol evidence introduced by the appellees was incompetent because its 
effect was to explain and contradict the deed. This is a misappre- 
hension of the purpose of the evidence. The deed was not in question 
at all. There was no purpose to contradict, or change, or modify 

(586) its terms, or to change its meaning in any degree. Its office 
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was to convey the title to the land. The evidence was introduced in 
respect to a matter outside of and independent of it; it was intended to 
show with what intent the father and bargainor made it, apart from the 
purpose to convey land to his son. It was put in evidence not to prove 
title, but to show a particular intent on the part of the maker of it, in 
another respect distinct from it.” Again, it was said, in Melvin v. Bul- 
lard, 82 N. C., 37, that “while a gift, in form, raises the presumption of 
an intent that the donee of any considerable portion of the parent’s estate 
shall account therefor in a settlement with the heirs and distributees 
after his death, while a bargain and sale does not, it is clear that if, at 
the time of the conveyance by either mode, the parent did not intend it 
should operate as an advancement, and this intent appears from the in- 
strument by which the transfer is effected, or from the facts of the trans- 
action, or is shown by other proof, the property so conveyed is not an 
advancement, nor its value to be accounted for afterwards.” In this 
unsatisfactory state of the authorities we must determine whether we 
shall return to the principle of some of the older decisions of this Court, 
and administer it in its original strictness and simplicity, or whether 
we shall continue to act upon the American doctrine as unmistakably 
indicated by our later cases. If the latter view is to prevail, it would 
seem better to distinctly recognize it at once, and thus avoid the anomaly, 
as shown by some of the cases, of denying a demand upon the ground that 
it can only be recovered in a Court of Equity, and granting the relief in 
that court without allegation or finding as to the existence of any equit- 
able element whatever. While the writer is doubtful of the policy of 
departing from the old rule, the majority of the Court are of the 
opinion that we are committed to the American doctrine, which, (587) 
in their judgment, is founded upon correct reasoning and better 
adapted to the proper administration of justice. The Court is, there- 
fore, of the opinion that the recital in a deed of the receipt of the con- 
sideration is not contractual in its character, and is only prima facie 
evidence of the payment of the purchase-money which may be rebutted 
by parol testimony. In accordance with this view, we must conclude 
that parol evidence was competent in this case to show the real intent 
and purpose of Mr. Barbee in executing the several conveyances to his 
children, and especially should this be so when it seems that they do not. 
pretend that any actual consideration was paid by them. 

2. The remaining question to be considered is whether there was error 
in the exclusion of the testimony of Mrs. Ladd and others. The point 
is thus presented by his Honor in the case prepared for this Court: 
“The plaintiffs proposed to show by Mrs. C. A. Ladd, one of the defend- 
ants, that in the division of certain lands between his children by Gray 
Barbee, an agreement was made between them and Gray Barbee by 
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which some were to pay others certain sums for equality of partition. 
This was objected to by defendants, upon the ground that H. Tyler Bar- 
bee being dead and a party to the alleged agreement, the witness is in- 
competent under section 590 of The Code. Other parties to this action 
were also offered as witnesses by the plaintiffs for a similar purpose, to 
whose evidence similar objection was taken by the defendants.” The 
court held “that the witness C. A. Ladd and other parties to this action 
are incompetent to testify to any transaction between herself and H. 
Tyler Barbee, now deceased, in which his estate is sought to be charged.” 
We are of the opinion that the testimony, in so far as it affected the 
lands conveyed to H. Tyler Barbee, deceased, was incompetent under 
section 590, and that there was no error in its exclusion. The wit- 
(588) nesses were parties to the action and if there was such an agree- 
ment as contended for between them and their father, it was 
clearly to their interest that the deceased brother should be included 
therein, so as to charge his estate. | 
We have carefully examined the cases cited by plaintiffs’ counsel, but 
can find nothing in them which conflicts with the ruling of his Honor. 
Error, and remanded. 7 


Cited: S.c.,109 N. C., 301; Black v. Black, 110 N. C., 402; Cheek v. 
Nall, 112 N. C., 373; Blake v. Blake, 120 N. C., 179; Marcom v. Adams, 
122 N. C., 225; Kenge. Ins. Co., 124 N. C., 318; Boutten v. R. R., 
128 N. CO; 341 ; ' Faust v. Foust, 144.N. C., 387; Gaylord v. Gaylord, 150 
N. C., 226; Tobe ws. Jones, 164 N. C., 394: Campbell v. Sigmon, 170 | 
NoC., "351; Priead: Harrington, 171 N. Ci 133; Patton v. Lumber Co., 
wb., 839 ; Walters Vv. Walters, 172 N.C., 330, 
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J. B. STEWART er at. v. JOHN R. REGISTER er at. 


Estoppel of Record—J udgment—Parties—Pleading—Deposition, When 
Competent—Evidence—C ross-examination. 


1. A judgment that “plaintiffs are permitted to withdraw their action or spe- 
cial proceeding because the same was prematurely begun, and leave is 
given the defendants to withdraw their counterclaim,” cannot be pleaded 
as estoppel as between the parties thereto in another action between the 
game. Such judgment is no final determination of the controversy. 


2. It is not necessary, to render depositions competent to be read in evidence, 
' that they should have been taken in the same action; it is sufficient if 
they were taken in another action or proceeding between the same parties 
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in relation to the same subject-matter, or involve the same material ques- 
tions, and the adverse party had opportunity to cross-examine the witness 
making them; nor was it necessary that proceedings should have been 
taken in a court of law or equity to render them competent. 


AppEaL at October Term, 1890, of Sampson, from Armfield, J. 

The action was brought to have a deed of conveyance of land specified 
in the complaint corrected so as to insert therein at the pertinent and 
appropriate place, to pass the fee simple estate in the land con- | 
veyed, the words, “and their heirs,’ which, it is alleged, were (589) 
omitted from it by the inadvertence and mistake of the drafts- 
man thereof. It is alleged that the deed conveyed but a life estate, 
whereas the grantor therein, a grandfather sustaining the relation of loco 
parentis to certain of his grandchildren, intended thereby to convey to. 
them the fee in the land conveyed. The defendants deny. the material 
allegations of the complaint, and allege also that the plaintiffs are es- 
topped in the action by the determination of a special proceeding speci- 
fied before this action began. ‘That proceeding came before this Court 
by appeal, and the latter directed that the judgment appealed from be 
reversed. Powell v. Morisey, 98 N.C., 426. The judgment of this Court 
was duly certified to the Superior Court. Thereupon, that court at the 
October Term thereof of 1888 made this entry in the proceeding: 

“The plaintiffs are permitted to withdraw their action or special pro- 
ceeding because the same was prematurely begun, and leave is given the 
defendants to withdraw their counterclaim.” 

In this action the court submitted to the jury appropriate issues, and 
they found by their verdict that the maker of the deed in question did 
intend to convey the fee in the land conveyed thereby, and that the 
words “and their heirs” were omitted from it by mistake and inadvert- 
ence of the draftsman thereof; that the grantor of the deed at the time 
he executed the same had placed himself zn loco parentis to the grantees 
in the deed, who were his grandchildren, and that the plaintiffs were 
the owners of the land. The court, on inspection of the record of the 
special proceeding above referred to, decided that the same did not oop 
the plaintiffs in this action, and the defendants excepted. | 

The following is so much of the case settled on appeal as need be 
reported: 

“On the trial the plaintiff offered as evidence a aeposien of (590) 
A. A. McKoy, a copy of which is filed with this record, marked 
‘Exhibit A.’ It was stated by the plaintiffs, and admitted by the 
defendants, that this deposition had been regularly taken and allowed 
to be read, and was read on the trial in the case set out in the defendants’ 
answer in this action alleging a second defense. That said McKoy had 
died before the commencement of this action. The defendants objected 
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to this evidence on the ground that said deposition had not been regu- 
larly taken in this action, and no proceeding in law or equity had been 
taken to make the deposition competent. The court overruled this ob- 
jection, and the defendants excepted. 3 

The court gave judgment in favor of the plaintiffs, and the ieee 
ants, having excepted as above stated, appealed to this Court. 


J.L. Stewart (by brief) and R. H. Battle for plaintiffs. 
HH. E. Faison and A. W. Haywood for defendants. 


Merrion, C. J., after stating the facts: The special proceeding re- 
led upon by the defendants does not in any view of it, constitute an 
estoppel of record upon the plaintiffs in this action, for the plain reason 
that that proceeding was never determined upon the merits thereof by 
any final judgment therein. See Powell v. Morisey, 98 N. C., 426. 

This Court directed the judgment therein appealed from to be re- 
versed, but no entry of reversal was ever made. Indeed, it appears that 
when the decision of this Court was certified to the Superior Court, 
the latter court at once allowed the plaintiffs to “withdraw their action 
or special proceeding, because the same was prematurely begun,” and 
allowed the defendants therein “to withdraw their counterclaim.” ‘Thus 

the proceeding was, in legal effect, dismissed, abandoned, by com- 
(591) mon consent of the parties, before the litigation was completed. 

There was no settlement of the rights of the parties, nor any 
judgment concluding the latter in any respect. The plaintiffs withdrew 
the matter of their proceedings, and the defendants did lkewise, with 
the sanction of the court. It so appears of record. Nothing appears by 
the latter to estop the parties 1n this action or elsewhere. To create an 
estoppel by a former judgment it must appear that the matter, claim, 
or demand in litigation has been tried and determined in a tamer action 
or proceeding, and the identity in effect of the present and former cause 
of litigation must appear. Temple v. Walhams, 91 N. C., 82. 

The defendants objected to the deposition read in evidence on the trial, 
on the ground that it “had not been regularly taken in this action, and 
no proceeding in law or equity has been taken to make” the same compe- 
tent. These objections are clearly not tenable. It was not necessary 
that the deposition should be taken in this action. It is sufficient if it 
was taken in another action or proceeding between the same parties in 
relation to the same subject-matter, or cause of action, or involves the 
same material questions, and the adverse party had opportunity to cross- 
examine the witness. Bryan v. Malloy, 90 N. C., 508; 1 Greenleaf Ev., 
553; Taylor Ev., sec. 484. Nor was it necessary that any proceeding 
should be taken in a court of law or equity to render it competent as evi- 
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dence in this action. It was sufficient to take it from the files to which 
it properly belonged and introduce it on the trial, properly identifying 
it with the former action. It could not be changed, modified or amended ; 
it, as it appeared on file, was sufficient or insufficient, competent or in- 
competent. Why, therefore, should any proceeding be taken in court to 
render it competent? Any proper objection might have been made to it 
at the time it was put in evidence. It might have been objected. that it 
was not taken in another action between the parties, or that it was 

taken in respect to a different matter or cause of action; it might (592) 
have been objected further that it was in no way material in the 
former action. The material parts of the record in the former action 
should have accompanied and been introduced with it to show its perti- 
neney or competency in this action. Indeed, it seems that such record 
was so introduced. | 

It does not appear from the record that any such objections as those 
just suggested were made in the court below. If there were such, and 
the defendants intended to avail themselves of them here, they should 
have had the objection noted in the record, and if the court failed to 
sustain the same they should have assigned error. The exceptions made 
did not raise any such questions. 

The defendants’ counsel, on the argument before us, insisted that sev- 
eral of the parties to the former action are not parties to the present one, 
and that several of the parties to the present one were not parties to the 
former one. but no such objection appears from the record to have been 
made in the court below. No error is assigned in such respect. More- 
over, there is no pertinent data by which we can see who of the present 
action were or were not of the former action. Nor can. we see by the 
record who of the present action are in privity with parties to the former 
action. 

The judgment, therefore, must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Mabe v. Mabe, 122 N. ©., 553; Freeman v. Brown, 151 N. C., 
14. 
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(593) 
A. M. GUDGER v. A. M. PENLAND. 


Slander—Damages—W ords Actionable per se—Complaint—Infamous 
Offense—Judicial Proceeding—Privileged Communications—S pecial 
Damages—Prayer for Relief. | 


1. A charge that one has committed an infamous offense is actionable per se 
without alleging special damages. 


~ 


2. An offense is infamous that is punishable by imprisonment in the State 
penitentiary. 


3. The plaintiff in an action for slander is not required to negative in his com- 
plaint that words actionable per se were not spoken in such a manner 
or under such circumstances as rendered them privileged, and this though 
it appeared from the complaint that they were spoken in or about a 
judicial proceeding. 


4. The place where the words are spoken and the circumstances of excuse or 
privilege are matters of defense. 


5. If it had appeared affirmatively that the words were spoken in a judicial 
proceeding, the position of a prosecutor in such proceeding would furnish 
no absolute or presumptive protection against such liability. 


6. A formal prayer for relief is not now necessary in a complaint; and in an 
action for slander separate demands for damages need not be appended 
to the various allegations setting up the causes of action. 


(598)  Acrion for slander, heard on demurrer at the February Term, 
1890, of Buncomss, before Philips, J. 
Demurrer overruled. Appeal. | 


George A. Shuford for plarntiff. 
W. J. Peele for defendant. 


(599). Avery, J. The charge that-one has committed an infamous 
offense, if false, 1s actionable per se. Pegram v. Stoltz, 76 N. C., 

349; Wilson v. McKee, 87 N. C., 300; Sparrow v. Maynard, 53 N. C., 
195. Eure v. Odom, 9 N. C., 89. ‘Tt is not material whether the 
offense charged falls within the classification of felonies or misdemeanors, 
if, at the time when the words are spoken, a person convicted on indict- 
ment for it would be subject to infamous punishment. Hure v. Odom, 
supra. Imprisonment in the State prison is infamous punishment. Wi- . 

son v. McKee, supra; In the matter of Hughes, 61 N. C., 62. Perjury 
is a misdemeanor, and is punishable by imprisonment in the penitentiary 
or in the county jail, and by fine not exceeding $1,000. The Code, sec. 
: 1092. The contention of the defendant’s counsel that the slanderous 
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language appeared to have been used while a judicial investigation was 
progressing, and that, under the principle stated in Nissen v. Cramer, 

104 N. C., 574, ie defendant is absolutely exempt from liability, 
finds no Eine in the admitted allegations of the complaint. It 
does not appear affirmatively in the complaint whether the language 
imputed to the defendant in either of the paragraphs of the complaint, 
setting forth specific language in which the charge was couched on dif- 
ferent occasions, was spoken at the time of the trial of the criminal action, 
or afterwards. The plaintiff was not required to negative the idea that 
the words, slanderous per se, were uttered under such circumstances that 
the defendant would be protected from liability on the ground of privi- 
lege. The fact, if true, that the words were uttered in the course of a. 
judicial proceeding, and were relevant and pertinent to the matter before 
the court, must be set up in the answer if the defendant wishes to avail 
himself of it in his defense, unless it be gratuitously alleged in the com- 
plaint. | 

If it had been alleged that the language was spoken when the defend- 
ant was being examined as a witness on the trial of the indictment, still 
it does not appear that the defendant sustained such relation to the 
prosecutor as to furnish absolute or presumptive protection 
against liability. Nissen v. Cramer, supra; Shelfer v. Gooding, (600) 
47 N. C., 175; Briggs v. Byrd, 84 N. C., 880. There is nothing 
alleged i > the Sealed that will support the contention of the detend- 
ant’s counsel that the action cannot be maintained. 

We think that it appears with sufficient certainty that defendant 
charged the plaintiff with having sworn a lie when he was examined 
as a witness in the Criminal Court of Buncombe County on the trial, 
at a term mentioned, of an indictment (under section 1062 of The Code) 
against the persons named for destroying Penland’s fence. We take 
judicial notice of the existence of that court, and of the fact that it had 
jurisdiction of the offense mentioned. S. v. Ledford, 28 N. C., 5; 8. v. 
Brown, 79 N. C., 642. It was not necessary that the plaintiff should set 
forth the inagaane or substance of the testimony delivered by him and 
referred to by the defendant as constituting the false swearing, unless 
the defendant, when speaking the slanderous words, went on to specify 
what: the plaintiff did swear or in what particulars his testimony was 
false. Smith v. Smith, 30 N. C., 29. 

A formal prayer for relief is not now essential in any complaint, and 
where a plaintiff specifies, in different paragraphs of the complaint, 
language used by the defendant at various times before the action was 
brought, but amounting in each instance, in all of its varied forms, to a 
charge that the plaintiff swore falsely as a witness on the trial of a cer- 
tain suit before a court of competent jurisdiction, it is not necessary to 
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append to each specification a separate demand for damages. Harris v. 
Sneeden, 104 N. C., 369. Though an action could be maintained and 
damages recovered by proving the utterance of the slanderous words set 
forth in more than one paragraph of a complaint, the language used | 
in each instance amounting to a charge of perjury in the same judicial | 
proceeding and at the same time, it does not follow that it is essential in 
this case that a separate demand for damages should be ap- 
(601) pended to each of such paragraphs. Harris v. Sneeden, supra. 
The rule referred to in the demurrer is not susceptible of the con- 
struction that counsel seem to have given to it. 
For the reasons given, we think that the demurrer was properly over- 
ruled. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Gattis v. Kilgo, 125 N. C., 185; Upchurch v. Robertson, 127 
N. ., 129. 


CICERO FULPS v. HENRY MOCK. 


Contract Quantum Meruit—E vidence—Charge—Statute of Limitations 
—Pleadings—Amendment. 


The plaintiff brought his action against the defendant for services rendered 
him from 1883 to 1889. Defendant pleaded the statute of limitations and a 
counterclaim. Plaintiff denied the counterclaim, and replied that the con- 
tract was that he was to be paid at the defendant’s death, but had been 
dismissed from his service: Held, (1) that it was not incompetent for 
plaintiff to testify of the matters set up in his replication under the 
pleadings as they stood unamended; (2) it was not error for the court | 

to charge that if the contract was as alleged by plaintiff in his replication, 
then, unless the plaintiff was willing to perform his part of it, and was 
prevented from so doing by the defendant, they would find plaintiff not 
entitled to recover; (3) ‘that if the contract set out in the replication 
existed, and the plaintiff was ready to perform his part of it, his recovery 
was not barred by the statute of limitations; (4) that if there was no 
contract as to length of service or rate of payment, plaintiff could only 
recover for three years next preceding the commencement of the suif. 


AppraL from Merrimon, J ., at Spring Term, 1891, of ALexaNDER. 


R. B. Burke for plaintiff. 
Jones & Kerner (by brief) for defendant. 


CrarKk, J. The defendant seems to have misconceived the scope 
(605) of the action. The court below did not “allow plaintiff to 
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abandon his cause of action set out in the complaint and to recover-on 
a special contract set out in the replication.” The plaintiff, by his com- 
plaint, was seeking to recover the value of his services from 1881 to 1889. 
On the trial he abandoned any claim for services from 1881 to 1883. 
To this defendant did not and could not object. To prove his right to 
recover the value of his services from 1883 to 1889, without being subject 
to counterclaim for board, and to bar the application of the statute of 
limitations, the plaintiff introduced evidence which was also admissible | 
to prove the allegations of his complaint. The evidence was pertinent 
and appropriate. It was not necessary to plead these matters of evidence 
in the complaint, and that the plaintiff pleaded them in his replication — 
constituted no change or abandonment of his cause of action, which re- 
mained as before, for the recovery of the value of his services. The 
plaintiff did not seek, on the trial, to recover the compensation alleged 
to have been stipulated for in the express contract. The express con- 
tract was put in evidence merely to show why the plaintiff, by defend- 
ant’s abandonment of it, could recover on a quantum meruit, and why 
the statute of limitations did not run. The cause of action was so broadly 
stated, indeed, as to have authorized a recovery by proof either on a 
quantum meruit or express contract. Lewis v. &. B., 95 N.C. 179. Tf | 
the allegation was defective, the proper mode of correction (when the 
substantial facts which constitute the cause of action are stated in the 
complaint, or can be inferred therefrom by reasonable intendment) is 
not by demurrer, nor by excluding evidence on the trial, but by a motion, 
before the trial, to make the averments more definite by amendment. 
Stokes v. Taylor, 104 N. C., 394; Pom. Civ. Rem., 549; The Code, 
sec. 261; Moore v. Hdmiston, 70 N. C., 510. 

| No error. 


Cited: Roberts v. Woodworking Co., 111 N. C., 483; Grady v. Wil- 
son, 115 N. C., 847; Webb v. Hicks, 116 N. C., 603; Webster v. Bailey, 
118 N. C., 194; Holden v. Warren, ib., 327; Brittain v. Payne, ib., 991; 
Roberson v. Morgan, ib., 994; Sams v. Price, 119 N. C., 574; Beach v. 
R. R., 120 N. C., 507; Lucas v. R. B., 121 N. C., 508; Parker v. Hxpress 
Co., 139 N. C., 130; Ae. Howell, 141 N.C. ee Mitchem v. Pasour, 
173 N. C.,, 488, 


419 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


BARRINGER VY. BURNS 


W. D. BARRINGER v. WILLIAM BURNS. 


Contract—Breach—Right of Possession of Personal Property— 
Instructvons—Charges. 


‘1. In an action. brought to recover possession of a mare, the plaintiff alleged 
that he placed her with the defendant, a horse trader, to be trained for 
trotting races. Defendant was to stable and feed her, and, at plaintiff’s 
direction, put her on the track for trial race; and when she had attained 
the proper speed, she was to be turned over to the plaintiff, who was Le 

sell her, and, out of the proceeds, pay for her board, lodging and training 
that defendant refused to give her a trial race and to turn her over, and, 
in violation of the contract, he permitted her to be driven for business 
and pleasure: Held, that upon these allegations, if true, plaintiff. was 
entitled to recover. 


2. It was not error for the court to charge that, in certain aspects of the case, 
specifying such aspects, the plaintiff might recover, where there was evi- 
dence in support of them, especially as the aspects favorable to defendant 
were likewise specified. 


_ The actcudant has no lien upon the mare for the expenses of shoeing her 
while in his possession, when no charge was made against him therefor. 


Appgar from Merrimon, J., at Spring Term, 1891, of Mzcxiensure. 

This action is brought to recover possession of the mare specified in 
the complaint. The pleadings raised issues of fact. On the trial the 
court, among other instructions, gave the following, to the j jury at the re- 
quest of the plaintiff : 

“3, That if the jury believe from the testimony that the contract was 
that the defendant Burns was, upon request of plaintiff, to exhibit the 
speed which the mare had ened under his training, and upon request 
by the plaintiff to that effect, the defendant failed or refused so to do, 
that would operate as a breach of the contract, and would entitle the 
plaintiff to a verdict for the mare. 

“That if the jury believe from the sesavity that the contract 
(607) was that the defendant Burns was only to use the mare for train- 
ing purposes, and that Burns used her, or allowed her to be used, 
for any other purpose, it would constitute a breach of contract on the 
part of the defendant, and would entitle the plaintiff to a verdict for the 
mare, unless the use made of the mare was such as riding to town was 
necessary for the mare as exercise, and in this event 1t would not amount 
to a breach of the contract.” | 
_ The court further instructed the jury as follows: 

“1, If Barringer states the contract correctly, the jury should answer 

the first issue ‘Yes.’ 
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“9. If the contract was that the defendant was to turn the mare over 
to the plaintiff to be sold and to receive the compensation out of the pro- 
ceeds, the answer will be ‘Yes.’ 

“3. There is no evidence as to the damage the plaintiff sustained by 
reason of the defendant’s wrongful detention. 

“4, If the contract was as stated by Burns, the answer to the first 
issue should be ‘No,’ and to the second issue ‘N Dae? 

“5, If the defendant was to be paid by the month as testified to by 
Barringer, i. e., $8 for training and $20 for keeping, and it was not a 
part of the contract that defendant was to surrender possession of the 
mare and take his pay out of the proceeds, the answer to the third issue 
should be the amount accrued up to the date demand was made. 

“6. The plaintiff says he saw the mare here thirty times. It does not 
appear that he made any protest. If this was a provision of the contract, 
did he not waive it? 

“7, If the defendant has not himself paid for the shoeing Be the mare, 
and no charge has been made against him for it, he cannot claim any 
lien for charges for that.” 

The testimony on both sides, bearing upon ee) points, was called to 
the attention of the jury. 

The jury responded to the first issue, “Yes,” to second, eee ” (608) 
to third, “None,” and to fourth, “Nothing.” 

The defendant moved for a new trial. Motion denied. Judgment for 
the plaintiff, from which defendant appealed. 

In statement of case on appeal, the defendant assigns the following 
errors and exceptions: | 

2. That the court gave the jury the instruction No. 3, of the plain- 
tiff’s prayers, set out above. 

3. That the court gave the jury the instruction No. 4, of the plain- 
tiff’s prayers, set out abaee 

4. That the court charged the jury that if Barringer stated the con- 
tract correctly, the jury should answer the first issue, ‘Yes.’ 

5. That the court charged the jury that if the defendant had not paid 
for the shoeing of the mare, and the bill for shoeing was not charged 
to him, he could not claim a lien for that. 


McCall & Bailey (by brief) and G. F. Bason for plaintiff. 
Jones & Tillett (by brief) for defendant. 


Mzrrimon, C.J. The parties produced evidence on the trial pertinent 
to and bearing upon every aspect of the case to which the court directed 
the attention of the jury. Particularly, there was evidence of the plain- 
tiff tending to prove the breaches of the contract alleged by him to which 
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the third and fourth special instructions complained of as erroneous, had 
reference. The plaintiff alleged that he placed his mare with the defend- 
ant, a horse-trainer, to be trained for trotting races; that she was to be 
left in defendant’s possession to be trained; that said defendant was to 
feed her as trained horses should be fed-—-have her comfortably stabled 
and well groomed, and then thoroughly trained, and that at the direction 
of the plaintiff the mare was to be trotted around the race track 
(609) for a nominal prize, in the presence of two or three disinterested 
witnesses, who were to time her with stop-watches, in order that 
it might be discovered what speed she had attained as a racer, and she 
was then to be delivered to the plaintiff, and he was to sell her and out 
of the proceeds of sale to pay the defendant,” ete. That the defendant, 
“although several times requested to display the speed of said mare as 
aforesaid, invariably refused so to do, in consequence whereof the plain- 
tiff demanded her surrender from the defendant,” etc.; and he further 
alleged, that in violation of the contract alleged, the defendant had “used 
and permitted another to drive said mare on other occasions than for 
training, and for purposes of business or mere pleasure, in which several 
matters the plaintiff avers the defendant broke his contract,” ete. By 
the terms of the contract thus alleged, 11 was material and important that 
the defendant who so had the mare in training, should, upon the demand 
of the plaintiff, exhibit trials of her speed in the presence of witnesses. 
He refused, upon repeated demands of the plaintiff, to make such trials, 
as he was bound todo. If he did, he violated a material provision of the 
contract as alleged, and the plaintiff became at once entitled to have pos- 
session of his mare. And as there was evidence tending to prove the con- 
tract and a breach thereof, as alleged, the plaintiff was entitled to have 
the third special instruction which he demanded and the court gave. 

The plaintiff alleged that the defendant, by the terms of the contract, 
had possession of the mare only for the purpose of training her. If he 
went beyond that, and used her, as alleged, for other purposes, he com- 
mitted a breach of the contract, and the plaintiff might demand and 
have possession of her. There was some evidence tending to prove such 
allegation, and, therefore, the plaintiff was entitled to have the fourth 
special instruction as to which error is assigned. ‘There is nothing al- 

leged by the plaintiff that creates a lien upon the mare in favor 
(610) of the defendant, or that gives rise to a counterclaim in his 
favor. 

The instructions just referred to were asked for by the plaintiff, as 
bearing upon certain aspects of the case favorable to him and deemed 
important. They did not embrace or apply to every aspect of the case, 
particularly those favorable to the defendant, but other instructions 
given did, and all the instructions given must be taken together, certainly 
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in so far as they have reference to and bearing upon each othe, If a 
party ask for and special instructions are given, that present certain 
aspects of the case distinctively and in a way misleading to the jury, un- 
less qualified, and no qualification is given in some appropriate connec- 
tion, this would be ground for a new trial. But this is not such a case. 
The record shows that the court distinctly gave instructions in aspects 
of the case favorable to the defendant, calling the attention of the jury 
to the evidence pertinent and bearing upon them. The instruction so 
given, taken in connection with others given, and the whole taken to- 
gether, were not in themselves misleading, nor does it appear that they 
had such effect. Indeed, the instructions were clear, fair and easily un- 
derstood. There were allegations and evidence that warranted them, and 
they were properly given. 

It is further objected that the court erroneously told ne jury that 
if the plaintiff, in his testimony on the trial, had stated the contract 
correctly, they should respond to the first issue in the affirmative. We 
do not think this instruction was erroneous in any view of it. If the 
testimony of the plaintiff was true, obviously ke was entitled to have 
possession of his mare, because it went directly to prove the contract as 
alleged by him, and the alleged breaches thereof. We have seen above 
that if the contract,.as alleged, was the true one, and the defendant vio- 
lated the same, he had no right to detain the mare. 

But it is insisted that it was error to thus make the case turn upon 
the evidence of the plaintiff himself. It appears that the plaintiff 
distinetly alleged and testified to one contract, and breaches thereof (611) 
by the defendant, and the latter quite as distinctively alleged 
and. testified in his own behalf to another and different contract favor- 
able to himself. The plaintiff and defendant were the principal witnesses 
and testified to the main facts. The other evidence tended more or less, 
to corroborate them. Seeimg this, the court told the jury that if the 
plaintiff stated the contract correctly they should answer the first issue 
in his favor. But almost in the same connection, and substantially in 
the same words, and with equal clearness, it told them that if the de- 
fendant stated the contract correctly they should answer the issue favor- 
able to him. These instructions, taken together, as they must be for the 
present purpose, were terse, plain, impartial, easily comprehended and 
understood. We cannot see that the defendant suffered any prejudice by 
either of them. They did not prevent the jury from taking any other 
view of the evidence, in part or as a whole. The-court had called their 
attention to and pointed out its bearings upon the various aspects of the 
case. It appears that it “arrayed the testimony on both sides.” 

As to the fifth assignment of error: There was évidence bearing upon 
and that fully warranted the seventh instruction complained of, as well 
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as some evidence to the contrary. The instruction left it fairly to the 
jury to weigh and pass upon the whole evidence pertinent. 

So far as appears, the instructions were pertinent, clear, fair and very 
impartial. We are not at liberty to grant a new trial upon the ground 
that the jury, possibly, ought to have rendered a different verdict. The 
court below, alone, could set the verdict aside because they found it 
against the weight of evidence, if they did. We do not mean at all to 
say that they did or did not. 

Affirmed. 


(612) 


J. W. RANDALL v, THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RATLROAD | 
COMPANY. 


Common Carrier—Negligence in Shipment—Prepayment of Freght— 
Notice—Reasonable Regulations. 


1. A common carrier may demand prepayment of freight charges before ship- 
ment to any station, and from one shipper, though not required ‘of others. 
It should appear, however, that a plaintiff had notice of such regulation. 


2. The plaintiff was injured by the failure of the company receiving the goods 
for shipment to notify the defendant that the freight had been prepared 
according to its well-known requirement, and must look to that company 

for damages. 


Action tried at February Term, 1891, of Mapison, before Brown, J., 
upon appeal from a justice of the peace. 

It was brought against the defendant railroad company to recover 

damages for failure to ship certain goods as freight upon which the 
freight charges had been prepaid to the E. T., V. & G. Railroad, for both 
companies, but the defendant, at the time of the injury complained of, 
had not received its part thereof, nor had it been notified of its reception 
by the other company. 
The two companies were under separate and distinct management. 
The requirements of defendant company, which were known to the plain- 
tiff, were that charges on freight shipped to such depot as was designated 
for these goods should be prepaid. Under the instruction of the court, 
there was a judgment against the plaintiff, from which he appealed. 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
F. H. Busbee for defendant. 
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Crarx, J. A common carrier can demand prepayment of (613) 
freight from any one and to any station. The Code, sec. 1963; 

Allen v. R. #., 100 N. C., 397. 

That the defendant made a general regulation that it would require 
prepayment on all freight to a flag station (at which there was no agent), 
was not only reasonable, but was a matter entirely within the defendant’s 
- powers. A common carrier may require prepayment from any shipper, 
at its choice, though it may not require it from others. Allen v. BR. B., 
supra. It should appear, however, that the plaintiff, or his forwarding 
agent, the first company, had notice that prepayment was required. This 
the defendant was not improperly allowed to do, by showing, as it did, 
that all freight to this station was required to be prepaid, and further, 
by the plaintiff himself that he knew of such regulation. It was also in 
evidence that notice of it was given to the E. T., V. & G. Railroad, who 
were the agents of plaintiff for forwarding the freight beyond its own. 
line. 

A witness introduced for defendant testified that the defendant did 
not accept the freight from the E. T., V. & G. Railroad till 28 February, 
and that it was shipped the next day. The two companies were not 
shown to be under the same management but were simply connecting 
roads. The defendant was not required to receive freight from the E. T., 
V. & G. Railroad for shipment without prepayment of freight any more 
than from any one else. It is in evidence, and not contradicted, that the 
defendant notified such company that it required prepayment, and when 
it was satisfied in that regard that it immediately received and promptly 
shipped the freight. 

If the E. T., V. & G. Railroad received prepayment of freight for 
shipment over both lines, and negligently failed to prepay the defendant 
as required by its eepulations. and the plaintiff has suffered damage by 
the consequent detention, he must look to the company who re- 
ceived his money and with whom he contracted for the shipment. (614) 
Manufacturing Co. v. R. Rk. Co., 106 N. C., 207. 

The court properly instrneted the jury ‘that there was no evidence 
that the defendant received the freight until 28 February, and to find 
the issues in favor of the defendant. 

Per Curiam. | | No error. | 
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S. fF. PLEMMONS, Apmr., v. SOUTHERN IMPROVEMENT COMPANY. 


Summons—A mendment—C or poration—Parties—Descriptrio Persone 
—Special Appearance—A ppeal. 


1. In a summons against A. H. B., “President of Southern Improvement Com-— 
_ pany,” these latter words are mere descriptio persone and do not make 
the company @ party to the proceeding. 


2. The court could have allowed an amendment making the company a party 
either with its consent or by service of such amended summons upon the 
corporation. 


3. The special appearance of the company’s counsel did not bring it into court 
for the purposes of the action. 


4, No appeal lies from a refusal to dismiss an action, but after such motion 
and refusal the company might treat all proceedings as a nullity as to it, 
or to have an exception noted and proceed with the cause. 


Action tried at November Term, 1889, of Manison, by Whitaker, J. 
The facts are stated in the opinion. 


No counsel for plainitff. 
F.' A. Sondley (by brief) and T. F. Davidson for defendants. 


(615)  Crarx, J. The summons commanded the sheriff to summon 

“A. H. Bronson, President of the Southern Improvement Com- 
pany,” and it was so served. This is legally a summons and serv- 
ice only upon A. H. Bronson individually. Young v. Barden, 90 N. C., 
494, The superadded words “President of the Southern Improvement 
Company,” were a mere descriptio person, as would be the words “Jr., 
or “Sr.,” or the addition of words identifying a party by the place of he 
residence. and the like. 

The Code, sec. 273, gives the court very great powers of amendment 
over pleadings, process and proceeding “by adding or striking out the 
name of a party,” etc. It was competent for the court below to amend 
the summons so as to make the Southern Improvement Company either 
an additional party defendant, or have substituted it as sole party de- 
fendant by striking out the name of “A. H. Bronson, President,” ete., - 
but it could not bring the Southern Improvement Company im as a 
party defendant to the action without its consent (either expressed or 
by entering a general appearance), except by causing the amended sum- 
mons to be served upon it. The service of summons issued against “A. H. 
Bronson, President,” etc., was not a service upon the corporation, and it 
cannot, in this short-hand manner by amendment, be brought into court 
without service of process. Young v. Rollins, 90 N. C., 184. 
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When additional parties plaintiff are made, or there is a substitution 
of parties plaintiff, no summons issues because the plaintiff is the mov- 
ing party and comes into court voluntarily. Reynolds v. Smathers, 87 
N. C., 24; Jarrett v. Gibbs, 107 N. C., 303. 

If the adc ioaal or substituted party objects, and 1s a necessary party, 
he is made a defendant. The Code, sec. 185. No summons was directed 
to issue against the corporation and the amendment of the summons not 
having the effect to make it a party without service of process, 
the company, by counsel appearing specially for the purposes of (616) — 
the motion only, moved to dismiss the proceedings as to the South- 
ern Improvement Company. The court refused the motion and the said 
company appealed. It is settled that no appeal hes from a refusal 
to dismiss an action. Mitchell v. Kilburn, 74 N. C., 483; Foster v. 
Penry, 77 N. C., 160; Crawley v. Woodfin, 78 N. C., 4. The appellant 
might have properly treated all subsequent proceedings as a nullity till 
served with process or it may be that leave may still be granted to issue 
against it upon the amended summons, or it could have had its exception 
noted and proceed with the cause. 

Appeal dismissed. 


> 


Cited: Bray v. Creekmore, 109 N. C., 51; Guilford v. Georgia Co., 
ab., 312; Clark v. Mfg. Co., 110 N. C., 112; Cameron v. Bennett, rb., 278; 
Sheldon v. Kavett, 1b., 411; Luttrell v. Martin, 111 N. C., 528; Lowe v. 
Accident Asso., 115 N. C., 19; Clark v. Hodge, 116 N. C., 766; Whit- 
aker v. Dunn, 122 N. C., 104; Bernhardt v. Brown, 1b., 591; Proctor v. 
Ins. Co., 124 N. C., 269; Allen v. R. B., 145 N. C., 41; Wallcams v. 
Bailey, 177 N. C., 40. 7 | 


WILLIAM J. MEREDITH, BY HIS NEXT FRIEND, v. THE RICHMOND AND 
DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Railroad—N egligence—Injury to Person—Infants—I diots. 


In an action against a railroad company for injury to person by its train, it 

| appeared that the defendant had put in two side-tracks which extended 
into the public road, and that the plaintiff, a bright boy about thirteen 
years old, while passing along the highway, was struck and injured by 
an engine while seeking to avoid another coming from the opposite diree- 
tion. Ata short distance on either side of the tracks there was a wire 
fence: Held, he was not entitled to recover. 


Action for damages, tried at February Term, 1890, of Manrsow, ‘be- 
fore Philips, J. 
108—30 427 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


SS 


MEREDITH wv. R. R. 


The defendant company, im constructing its road from Hot Springs 
to Paint Rock, had used what had previously been the public highway, 
and, just below Hot Springs, had put in two side-tracks, in addi- 
(617) tion to the main line, extending some distance down the road. 
The plaintiff, W. J. Meredith, who sues by his next friend, Nich- 
olas Meredith, his father, was shown by all of the witnesses to be a 
bright boy about thirteen years old. In going from the house of his 
father to Hot Springs, he was compelled to pass along the defendant’s 
road where the three tracks were laid down, and at a short distance on 
either side of said tracks there were lines of wire fence. When on the 
way from his father’s house to Hot Springs, he passed a train apparently | 
heading toward Paint Rock, and not long after, seeing another train 
coming from Hot Springs, in his front, on the track on which he was 
walking, he stepped over to the side-track on which the train first seen 
by him was running, but failed to see it approaching him from his rear 
till it ran against and injured him. He might has stepped off the track 
and avoided the injury had he seen the train coming up behind him. 
He was stricken by the engine and his arm was crushed and afterwards 
amputated. 
When the plaintiff rested his case, the judge instructed the jury that 
he could not recover. The plaintiff submitted to judgment of nonsuit, 
and appealed. | 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
FF. H. Busbee for defendant. 


Avery, J. Where the engineer in charge of a moving engine sees a 
human being walking along the track in front of it, if such person is 
unknown to him and is apparently old enough to understand the neces- 
sity for care and watchfulness, under such circumstances the engineer 
may act upon the assumption that he will step off the track in time - 
avoid injury. McAdoo v. &. #., 105 N. C., 140; Parker v. R. R., 

N. C., 221. The witnesses concur in the statement ‘that the boy who was 
iyured was an intelligent youth about thirteen years old. In the ab- 
sence of knowledge or information to the contrary, the engineer 
(618) was justified in supposing that he would look to his own safety 
even when trains were moving on three parallel tracks, if there 
was manifestly an opportunity to escape by walking across the rail to 2 
neighboring sidetrack. Daily v. R. R., 106 N. C., 301. 

The fact that there was then no other possible route for persons walk- 
ing from Paint Rock to Hot Springs would not relieve a man, or boy 
of his age, endowed with reason and the instinct of self-preservation, 
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from the duty of watchfulness, when he must know and should be al- 
ways mindful that carelessness will expose him to danger. 

Actual or implied license from the railroad company to use the track 
as a footway would not relieve him from the consequences of failing to 
exercise ordinary care. The license to use does not carry with it the 
right to obstruct the road and impede the passage of trains. McAdoo v. 
R. f., supra. Where an engineer knows the person on the track, and 
has knowledge or information that he is of unsound mind, or so deaf 
that he cannot hear an approaching train, or where the engineer sees 
or can, by ordinary care and watchfulness, discover that a human being 
is apparently lying asleep or helplessly drunk, or an animal or wagon 
is entangled on the track in his front, even at a public crossing, he can- 
not relieve the company of liability for injury caused by running over 
‘the person or animal, except by showing that he promptly used every 
available means, short of imperiling the lives of passengers on his own 
train, to avert the danger. Deans v. Rh. R., 107 N. C., 686; Bullock v. 
fi. &., 105 N. C., 189; Carlton v. Rk. &., 104 N. C., 365. The same rule 
applies where the injury has been done to a child apparently too small 
to understand the danger, and where the engineer, had he kept a proper 
lookout, might have averted it without peril to passengers. The boy in- 
jured was described by witnesses as bright and “smart,” but, if 
he was apparently capable of appreciating his peril or his situa- (619) 
tion, 1t 1s sufficient to relieve the servants of the company from 
the imputation of carelessness in assuming that he would step aside be- 
fore the engine reached him. Considerations of public policy, such as the 
_ reasonable demand for the speedy transportation of mails, and the proper 
regard for the safety of passengers, forbid that trains should be stopped 
for trivial causes, or that the lives of those on board should be put in 
jeopardy, even to avert manifest danger to others. 

We concur with the judge below in the opinion that the plaintifl was 
not entitled to recover, because by the undisputed facts, considered in 
any phase presented by them, the plaintiff was negligent in failing to 
see the train approaching him from behind, while the servant of the de- 
fendant was not in fault in acting on the belief that plaintiff would 
move out of the way of the engine before it should reach him. There is 
no error. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Clark v. R. R., 109 N. C., 451, 458; High v. R. R., Sa Na, 
388; Syme v. R. R., 113 N, C., 56D: Bottoms ve. ft. &, 114 N.C, 714; 
Smith v. KR. R., 1b., 167; Pickett v. A. &., 117 N. C., 631; Purnell v. 
R. B., 122 N. C., 850; Neal v. R. B., 126 N. C., 688, 644, 654; Smith v. 
R. R., 180 N. C., 346; Bessent v. R. £.,1382 N. C., 941; Lassiter v. R. R., 
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133 N. C., 249; Pharr v. RB. B., ib., 610; Crenshaw v. R. B., 144 N. C., 
822; Beach v. R. R., 148 N. C., 164; Baker v. R. R., 150 N. C., 566; 
Heum v. &. h., 154 N. C., 411; Patterson v. Power Co., 160 N. C., 580; 
Talley v. R. R., 1638 N. C., 578, 576; Abernathy v. R. R., 164 N. C., 
95, 96, 97; Ward v. £. R., 167 N. C., 151, 152,155; Treadwell v. R. R., 
169 N. C., 699; Foard v. Power Co., 170 N. C., 51; Davis v. R. R., ib., 
585, 590. ? 


(620) 


THOMAS D. JOHNSON, Exr., v. ROBERT B. JOHNSON ET At. 


Construction of Will-——Deed—Distribution—Executors—Devisees— 
Legatees—Real- and Personal Property—Receipts. 


1. A testator devised and bequeathed all his property, real and personal, not 
included in a deed of gift referred to, appointing his son as his executor 
to make the distribution in equal portions to his children or their lineal 
representatives, taking receipts, as directed, therefor; and authorized 
him to sell at public auction all property not easily divided, and distribute 
the proceeds in the Same manner. This action was brought to obtain a 
construction of the will: Held, (1) it was the duty of the executor to 
distribute the property, real and personal, which, in his Judgment, was 
easily parceled out, and sell the residue in the manner described, to en- 
able him to in like manner distribute the proceeds; (2) that any allot- 
ment of real estate shall be by deed, duly proven and recorded, referring 
to the will, the source of the maker’s authority, and setting forth the 

cash value thereof, as directed in the will. 


2. In making the allotment the executor shall take from each devisee or 
legatee a receipt stating the cash value thereof as of the time of the 
testator’s death, and containing the conditions required by the will. This 
receipt should be filed with the clerk of the court. — 


38. A deed incorporated in a will, though not in terms, becomes thereby a part 
thereof. 


4. By the terms of a will, where any distributee had issue which had arrived 
at the age of twenty-one, such distributee took without the conditions 
imposed therein, and the receipts taken in that case should so state. 


5. This action does not determine the rights of any party claiming under the 
will. 


Apprat at March Term, 1891, of Buncomsr, from Brown, J. 

It appears that Wilham Johnson died in the county of Buncombe on 
20 September, 1890, leaving a last will and testament, which was duly 
proven, and the plaintiff qualified as executor thereof. 
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The following is so much of the will as need be reported : 


“In the event of my death without other and further distribution of 
the remainder of my estate, it 1s my wish and desire that this paper- 
writing be taken as in effect and purpose my last will and testament, 
and the basis of the final distribution of my effects; and to that end I 
hereby appoint my son Thomas D. Johnson my executor, who is hereby 
fully charged with the dutyand authority of carrying out the purposes and 
intent expressed in it, viz., a distribution of equal portions of my remain- 
ing property to each of my children, or their lineal heirs, with the same 
conditions annexed as expressed in my deed of gift now about to be 
made, and taking herewith and take receipt therefor of like tenor (621) 
and manner as those bearing even date with these presents. And 
in regard to property not easily parceled out and assessed 1n equal por- 
tions, whether the same be lands or stock, real or personal property, it 
is my direction that the same be sold at public auction to the highest bid- 
der for cash, or on time, duly advertising the time, place, terms, etc.; 
and after deducting the necessary expenses and his reasonable commis- 
sion, divide the proceeds equally among my children or their lineal heirs 
as herein directed. 

“But at said sale the said Thomas D. Johnson is not to be debarred 
from becoming a purchaser on account of his executorship, but is to be 
on equal footing in regard thereto with the rest of my children. My pur- 
pose being not only to secure equality in distribution of my effects among 
my children according to the terms and limitations and conditions ex- 
pressed in my said deed of gift, but also to hedge them in with safe- 
guards against the contingency of litigation. It being an expressed con- 
dition of this and each bestowment that the recipient in receiving the 
same regognizes the validity and effect of this paper-writing as my last 
will and testament, and thereby expressly pledge their acquiescence and 
assent to the provisions and conditions thereof both now and ever here- 
after. 

“In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 


18 September, 1885. 
“Wat, Jounson.” [ Seal. | 


The devisees and legatees of this will each contends for a different 
interpretation of some of its material provisions, and insists upon dif- 
ferent views of the powers of the executor to be exercised in the admin- 
istration of the estate. The latter brings this action against the former, 
and asks the court to interpret the will, and particularly to advise and 
direct him as to his duties in the following specified respects: 
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(622) “1, That the plaintiff, by this action, desires to obtain from 

the court its advice, direction and opinion in construing said 
will, and as to his duty thereunder, and especially in the following par- 
| Houlars: 

“First. Whether, by the terms of said will, he should divide or par- 
tition among the devisees and legatees mien oned therein the said real 
estate, or any part thereof, and if so, should he assign the value of the 
several parts; and whether Aaia will vests in him a discretion as to which 
part should be divided by metes and bounds, and which part should be 
sold. 

“Second. That if the court shall be of the opinion that any part should 
be divided among the said devisees and legatees, would it be the duty of 
the plaintiff, as executor, to make such division and to execute deeds to 
the devisees for their several allotments, or would they each take as pur- 
chasers under said will, simply? 

“Third. That if the court be of the opinion thai the pane should 
execute deeds as aforesaid, should the deeds so executed contain the con- 
ditions and limitations annexed to the pr operty by the provisions of said 
will? 

“Fourth. If the court be of the opinion that the plaintiff should exe- 
- cute deeds with said conditions and limitations as aforesaid, how would 


the plaintiff take title as one of said devisees under the will? 


_ “Kifth. That if the said real estate in the opinion of the court should 
be sold as a whole or in part (provided in plaintifi’s judgment the same 
cannot be divided by metes and bounds without prejudice to the parties 
in interest), should the plaintiff execute deed in fee simple to the pur- 
chasers free from all conditions and limitations contained in said will, 
and divide the proceeds of said sale, taking from the said legatees and 

devisees their receipt with such conditions and limitations ex- 
(623) pressed therein and of the same tenor and in hke mannér.as was 

taken from said devisees and legatees by testator in receipt dated 
18 September, 1885, as per copy herewith annexed, marked Exhibit ‘B.’ 

“Sixth. If, in the opinion of the court, the said real estate or any part 
thereof should be sold for division under said will, and any of the said 
legatees and devisees should purchase at said sale, should the plaintiff as 
executor execute to them deeds in fee simple without the conditions and 
limitations expressed therein ? 

“Seventh. That the plaintiff is willing at ready to do and perform 
any and all of the opinions and directions of the court in the premises, 
and prays that the court will advise and direct him in each and every 
one of the particulars above stated, and in such other particulars as to 
the court may seem proper in construing said will.” 

Upon the facts admitted the court gave judgment, whereof the follow- 
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“Upon these facts the court is of opinion and adjudges as follows: 

“1. That Thomas D. Johnson is vested with the power, and it is his 
duty, as executor, to divide the real and personal estate devised and be- 
queathed in said will equally among the said devisees and legatees when- 
ever in his judgment such estate can be easily parceled out and assessed 
in equal portions. But whenever, in his judgment, any of said real or 
personal estate cannot be easily parceled out and assessed in equal por- 
tions, the said executor is authorized and it is his duty to sell the same in 
the manner directed in said will. 

“2. That it is the duty of said executor to make such division, or cause 
the same to be made under his supervision, in such manner as will best 
conduce to perfect equality of division as nearly as possible. That any 
allotment of such real estate should be in writing under the hand and 
seal of said Thomas D. Johnson, which refers to the will under 
which it is made and designates and allots to every devisee his (624) 
or her part of the real estate actually divided in severalty, and 
states the cash value fixed upon such real estate as is in it allotted as of 
the time of the death of the testator, but contains no conditions, hmita- 
tions or restrictions, and this writing shall be duly proved or acknowl- 
edged and registered in said county as deeds are ordinarily proved or 
acknowledged and registered in said county according to law. 

3. In making such division or allotment, or division and allotment, 
the executor shall take, signed by every devisee and legatee, six receipts, 
of like tenor with that mentioned in finding of fact No. 4, for the amount 
of the value of the real and personal estate so to such devisees and lega- 
tees respectively allotted as fixed by said executor in making such division 
or allotment, or division and allotment, as aforesaid, as by said will di- 
rected, which receipts shall contain the conditions oe stipulations set 
forth speci ACalle | in said will. At any sale of said real or personal estate, 
or any part thereof, made by said executor for division as aforesaid, any 
of said devisees and legatees may become a purchaser, and take "such 
property or estate so purchased, as would any other person, not a devisee 
or legatee as aforesaid, who should purchase at said sale. 

“4. That the plaintiff executor pay the costs of this action, to be taxed 
by the clerk of this court.” 


George A. Shuford for the plainicff. 

Ef. A. Sondley (by brief) for defendants. 

Merrion, ©. J. The will before us to be interpreted is peculiar in 
its form and the method of the disposition of the testator’s large estate. 
He first devised a scheme of division of his property, both real and per- 
sonal, among his children, which is embodied in what he styles “my. (his) 
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(625) deed of gift,” which was executed at the same time he executed 
his will, is particularly referred to in and made part of it. By 
this deed he gave, at the time of its execution, to each of his children, 
in equal amounts, considerable parts of his personal property upon terms, 
conditions and limitations expressed therein, and took from them a re- 
ceipt therefor, joint and several in its form, in which they recite’ that 
they respectively received the property upon such terms, conditions and 
limitations as are recited in the deed. As to further future dispositions 
of property to his children, to take effect in his lifetime, or after his 
death, except as to “such legacies, bequests and devises as I (he) may 
make by a last will and testament under different limitations and con- 
ditions,” he directs that they shall be made and received by them “upon 
the express provisions and conditions that the same shall be held by my 
(his) said children, and each of them, in their own names, respectively; 
and that all uses, changes and investments of the principal of the same 
shall be made in their own names respectively,” etc. This deed provides 
and directs, much in detail, that the testator’s children shall severally 
share equally his property, and how they shall receive, have, own and 
enjoy the same, and it specifies certain terms, conditions and hmitations 
affecting the several shares, In it the testator directs his executor to take 
receipts for the property so bequeathed and devised “of like tenor and 
manner” with that taken by himself above-mentioned. 
The deed above referred to is clearly made a material and substantial 
- part of the testator’s will. He refers to it in the first paragraph thereof as 
“my (his) deed of gift now about to be made and taking (taken) herewith,” 
etc. Indeed, the will would be incomplete without it. In the first clause 
of his will he declares that, “In the event of my death without other 
and further distribution of the remainder of my estate, 1t is my wish and 
desire that this paper-wrlting be taken as in effect and purpose my last 
will and testament, and the basis of the final distribution of my 
(626) effects; and to that end I hereby appoint my son, Thomas D. 
Johnson, my executor, who is hereby fully charged with the duty 
and authority of carrying out the purposes and intent expressed in it, 
viz., a distribution of equal portions of my remaining property to each of 
my children, or their lineal heirs, with the same conditions annexed as 
expressed in my deed of gift, now about to be made and taking herewith, 
and take receipt therefor of like tenor and manner as those bearing even 
date with these presents.” The deed thus constituting part of the will, 
must be so interpreted in all pertinent respects, and have due weight 
and force in fixing the dispositions of the property and determining the 
power of the executor. Sizer v. Dorsett, ante, 300. 
The testator disposes of his whole property exclusively to his children. 
He gives to no one of them any particular property, but plainly directs 
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that the whole, both real and personal, shall be divided equally among 
them. At the time he executed the will and that part of it called the deed 
of gift, he gave each of them an equal amount of personal property, and, 
keeping in view his purpose of just equality, he directs “a distribution 
of equal portion of my remaining property to each of my (his) children, 
or their lineal heirs, with the same conditions annexed as expressed in 
my deed of gift,” etc. Indeed, the whole will manifests a deep affection 
for all his children alike, and a settled purpose that they shall in equal 
measure share his bounty. 

It appears that the testator, at the time of his death, had large and 
valuable real estate, consisting of city lots, mountain land, undivided 
fractional mineral interests a large tracts of land, and that an actual 
division of all of them cannot be made among the devisees without preju- 
dice to all, or some of them. He did not devise particular tracts, or par- 
cels of land to any of his children, nor did he give any one or more of 
them specific legacies; he devised and bequeathed the whole of his 
property, both real and personal, as a whole, to be equally divided (627) 
among them. And a chief purpose he had in view was equality 
in the division, made in such way as would most certainly promote the 
interests of all. Hence, he made his dispositions of his property, both 
real and personal, very general, and the “basis of the final distribution 
of” the same; and hence, too, he “fully charged (his executor) with the 
duty and authority of carrying out the purpose and intent expressed in” 
his will, that is, “a distribution of equal portions of my (his) remaining 
property to each of my (his) children, or their lineal heirs,” ete. He 
did not determine tltat his property, real and personal, other than money, 
could and should be actually divided among his children; at all events, 
he intentionally left that to be determined after his death. He thought 
parts of it (parts of the land, stocks and other personal property) might 
be actually divided, and to the advantage of his children. In such case, 
when it can ba done, it is made the duty of the executor to make such 
division, otherwise he is required to sell the property, real or personal, 
and turn the same into a cash fund for such division. If it should turn 
out, for any cause, that such actual division cannot be made, that it 
would better promote the interests of the devisees and legatees to turn 
the whole property into a cash fund for division, then, and in that case, 
it will be the duty of the executor to sell the whole for such purpose. It 
was, therefore, the testator said in general terms: ‘And, in regard to 
the property not easily parceled out and assessed in equal portions, 
whether the same be lands, or stock, or personal property, it is my diree- 
tion that the same be sold at public auction,” ete. 

It is expressly made the duty of the executor to carry “out the pur- 
poses and intent expressed in” the will, to distribute the property, both 
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real and personal embraced by it. It is very obvious that the testator 
had great confidence in the ability, integrity and good judgment of his 
—,son Thomas, and his fitness to be the executor of his will. He 
(628) fully charges him with the “duty and authority” of carrying out 
the purposes and intent expressed in it, viz.: “A distribution of 
equal portions of my remaining property to each of my children,” ete. 
He is “fully charged with the duty and authority” to effectuate such 
purpose. It is his duty to make the division, and he has full authority 
to that end, and when, in good faith, he has made it, 1t will be effectual. 
Thus, if ie land, or parts of it, can be divided, he must make the divi- 
sion, and so also as to the poeenal property. If such actual division 
cannot be made, “parceled out and assessed in equal portions,” then he 
should sell the property as directed, turn the same into a cash fund and 
divide the same. It is his duty, in making such division, to assess the 
value and allot the property to the devisees and legatees. He may call 
to his aid the experience and observation of others, if he shall see fit to 
do so, but the division and allotment must be his own. His judgment 
and action must prevail. Moreover, he is made the judge of what property 
cannot, for any cause, be “easily parceled out and assessed in equal por- 
tions.” As to this, he should exercise a sound, not an arbitrary, discre- 
tion. | 
In ease of such actual division of the property, real or personal, or any 
part of it, the devisee or legatee will take and have title under and by 
virtue of the will, and hence it will be sufficient for the executor to exe- 
cute a paper-writing, under his hand and seal, specifying the division 
made and the allotment of the same in severalty to the particular devisee : 
or legatee, making appropriate reference to the will and his power as 
executor under the same. Such paper-writing should be duly proven 
and registered as in case of deeds required to be registered. More- 
over, the executor should take from the devisees and legatees, in case 
of such division, a receipt in substance and form such as that mentioned 
and referred to in the will. 
In case the property, or any part of it, shall be sold, the sale 
(629) should be made strictly as directed by the will, and the executor 
should execute to the purchaser a proper deed conveying the abso- 
lute title to the purchaser. The deed should appropriately refer to the 
will and the power of the executor to sell the property and make title 
therefor. ys 
In case the devisees, or any of them, shall purchase property at such 
sale, the executor should execute to him a proper deed for the property 
so purchased by him, just as if he were not such devisee. He should take 
a receipt from such devisee for his part of the fund divided when the 
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It is very apparent that the testator did not intend to put the executor 
at any disadvantage, but on a footing equal with the other devisees and 
legatees. No special provision is made for ascertaining and allotting the 
share of the executor. Hence, in the absence of such provision, in divid- 
ing property, whether real or personal, he should set apart a share for 
himself equal with the shares respectively of the other devisees or lega- 
tees, and should execute a paper-writing, under his hand and seal, to the 
effect that in such division his share had been allotted to him, and the 
same should be proven and registered. Thus, the evidence of such divi- 
sion and allotment would be established and made perpetual. Further- 
more, the executor should execute a “receipt”—a paper-writing—in all 
respects like the receipts he is required to take from the other devisees 
and legatees, reciting in the face thereof that he had received his share 
or some part thereof, of the estate of the testator, and such paper should 
be filed in the clerk’s office with the other papers and records of the estate. 
These receipts should be carefully preserved, as they may become im- 
portant in an action or actions to enforce the conditions and limitations 
therein specified. 

It is expressly provided in that part of the will specifying the (630) 
terms, conditions and limitations of the devises and bequests as 
follows: “And in case any or either of my said children shall have 
any issue which shall arrive at the age of twenty-one years, whether 
in the hfetime or after the death or deaths of each of my said children, 
then the gifts and advancements herein made to such of my said children 
respectively, or which may come to them on any future distribution of my 
estate, shall vest in such of my said children respectively, or in their re- 
spective lineal heirs ‘per stirpes’ absolutely and released and discharged 
from all the terms, limitations and provisions herein imposed.” 

When, therefore, it appears to the executor that one of the devisees 
and legatees has issue that has so arrived at the age of twenty-one years, 
the receipt required need not specify. such terms, conditions and limita- 
tions, but these may be omitted. It should, however, specify particularly 
that such j issue had arrived at that age, thus suggesting the reason for 
such omission. 

This action 1s brought by the executor simply to obtain the advice and 
direction of the court as to his duties under the will. We are not called 
upon, nor would it be proper for the court below, or for us, to express 
any opinion as to the rights of any party claiming under the will who is 
a party to the action. The purpose of the action is not to _— but 
to settle and determine the rights of parties. 

The advice and direction given by the court below, so far as it ex- 
tended, was substantially correct, and we approve and affirm the same. 
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It should, however, have given the additional advice and direction indi- 
eated in this opinion, and it will amend and enlarge its entry so as to 
embrace the same. To that end, let this opinion be certified to the Supe- 
rior Court. . . 

Remanded. 


(631) 
J.B. HOUSER er ar. vy. W. J. McGINNAS. 


Principal—A gent—Payment—M istake—N egligence—E quity— 
Knowledge of the Facts. 


One H, while acting as express agent for M, the regular agent, received, in the 

| course of business, money sent by K and intended for B; and the same 
was delivered to him, but no receipt was taken and no entry made. Some 
months after this, B denied receiving the money, and the amount thereof 
was, upon demand (the transaction not being remembered), paid by H 
and M to the express company for K, who received it and had it allowed 
as a credit in his transaction with B. Finding afterwards, as the fact 
was, the money sent had been duly paid, H brought this action against M 
and B for the payment of the part he contributed to the express company: 
Held, (1) that he was entitled to recover against B, who was twice paid 
what was due him, and could not in good conscience hold both amounts; 
(2) this action might have been maintained against B alone and by either 
H or M; (8) negligence in the transaction does not bar recovery unless 
some circumstances had arisen which would make it inequitable; (4) full 
knowledge of the facts by the plaintiff would not excuse B for holding 
money he was not entitled to. 


Action heard upon demurrer of the defendant, P. C. Beam, at the 
Spring Term, 1891, of Gaston, before Merrimon, J. 

The complaint was as follows: 

“That heretofore, to wit, on 25 November, 1887, the defendant W. J. 
McGinnas was the agent at Cherryville of the Southern Express Com- 
pany, a corporation doing business as a common carrier between the 
towns of Shelby in Cleveland County, N. C., and the town of Cherryville 
in Gaston County, N. C., and plaintiff was, on said day, acting as clerk 
or agent of said defendant in the transaction of the business of said 
express company at Cherryville; he, the said defendant McGinnas, being 
on said day absent from Cherryville engaged in other business. 

“9, That on said 25 November, 1887, plaintiff in the course of 

(632) his business as such clerk or agent, and while defendant McGinnas 

was still absent, received a package containing $500 in currency 

from said express company, the same having been transmitted by the 

defendant B. K. Humphreys from the said town of Shelby, through said 
express company, to the defendant P. C. Beam at Cherryville. 
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“3, That immediately upon the receipt of the package, and without 
"entering the same on the books of the said express company, kept at 
Cherryville, known as the ‘delivery book,’ plaintiff carried and delivered 
said package of $500 to the defendant, P. C. Beam, without taking the 
receipt of said Beam therefor, intending afterwards to make the proper 
entry on said book and take the same to Beam and obtain his receipt 
thereon for said package, as was frequently done at said office, but plain- 
tiff wholly forgot to make said entry or to take such receipt. 

“4. That afterwards, to wit, on 22 March, 1888, nearly four months 
after such receipt and delivery of said package, the defendant McGinnas 
demanded the payment of the said sum of $500 by the plaintiff, alleging 
that the said sum had been demanded of him, the said McGinnas, by 
sald express company, upon the ground that said Beam denied its deliv- 
ery to him by plaintiff, or that he had ever received the same from any 
source; that the books of the route agent or messenger of said express 
company showed a receipt for said package signed by plaintiff, and that 
the said express delivery book showed no entry of said package, nor any 
receipt of said Beam therefor, and that said Beam denied the delivery 
of said package to him by plaintiff or any one else for him. 

“5, That plaintiff, upon investigation, found the allegations of Mce- 
Ginnas with regard to the book of the express messenger and the delivery 
book to be true; and further, that Beam denied the receipt of 
said package, and having, on account of the great lapse of time (633) 
since the receipt and delivery of said package to said Beam, for- 
gotten the circumstances thereof, in his surprise and confusion supposed 
he must either have lost or mislaid said package, and by mistake and in- 
advertence, being misled by the appearance of said books and the denial 
of Beam, he then and there acknowledged his liability therefor, and 
agreed to pay to said McGinnas the said sum of $500 for said Hum- 
phreys, or to be delivered by said McGinnas to the express company for 
said Humphreys. 

“6, That thereupon plaintiff paid to MeCianns $245—all the money 
he could raise at the time—which sum was by McGinnas immediately 
paid to the express company for Humphreys, and the balance of the 
$500, to wit, $255, was at the same time paid by McGinnas out of his 
own pocket to said express company, to be by it delivered to Humphreys. 

“7, That the said sum of $500, so contributed and paid to said express 
company as aforesaid, was by it carried and delivered to said Humphreys 
at Shelby, N. C., who allowed credit therefor to said Beam in the settle- 
ment of certain dealings between them, as plaintiff is informed and 
believes. 

_ “8, That afterwards, plaintiff having discovered with certainty inne 
he did deliver said ae. of $500 to said Beam, as alleged in the first 
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paragraph hereof, before the institution of this suit made demands upon 
the defendants nmecnnn and Beam for the repayment of said sum of 
$245, which was refused. 

“9. That neither of said defendants, nor any one for them, have paid 
to plaintiff the said sum of money, nor any part thereof, but the whole 
thereof remains due and unpaid. 

“10, That by reason of the receipt of said package of $500 on said 
25 November, and the credit afterwards given him by said Humphreys, 
said defendant Beam has had the benefit of said sum of money twice, and 
his detention thereof is unjust and unlawful, and wrongful toward the 

plaintiff. | 
(634) “11, That defendant McGinnas ought properly to have been 
a party plaintiff to this action, but he refused to make himself a 
party plaintiff at the institution of this suit, and was, therefore made a 
party defendant. 

“Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment against the defendants, W. J. 
McGinnas and P. C. Beam, for the said sum of $245, with interest from 
22 March, 1888, until ond together with the costs of this action, and 
for such other and further relief as to the court may seem just.” 

Defendant McGinnas answered, admitting all of the material allega- 
tions of the complaint. Humphreys neither answered nor demurred. 

Defendant Beam demurred as follows: 

“1, That the complaint does not state that the money paid by Houser 
to McGinnas was ever paid to the defendant Beam, or that he derived 
any benefit therefrom. 

“9. That the complaint states a cause of action estas Beam and 
Humphreys on account of the money sent by him to P. C. Beam, which 
still subsists. The said cause of action has not been extinguished by the 
payment of the money by Houser, nor does the complaint state any facts 
which amount to an assignment of said cause of action to Houser. 

“3, That the complaint does not allege that the expressions therein 
made by Beam were ever made to Houser, or made with intent to influ- 
ence Houser, or to affect him in any way, nor made with intent to deceive 
him or any one else. | 

“4 That there are no facts or circumstances alleged in the complaint 
which constitute an express contract between Houser and Beam, or from 
which any contract could be implied, or other lability could arise on the 
part of Beam to Houser. 

“Whereupon, defendant demands judgment that this action be dis- 
missed, that he go without day and recover his costs of the plaintiff, 

_. to be taxed by the clerk.” 

(635) Demurrer sustained, plaintiff appealed. 
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George F. Bason and Jones & Tillett (by brief) for plaintrff. 


No counsel contra. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: By demurring, the defendant Beam 
admits that the plaintiff paid over to him the sum of $500 in money, 
consigned by express, and failed to take his receipt, and that subse- 
quently, under a mistake as to the fact of having previously made said 
payment, the plaintiff, through the defendant McGinnas, paid to the 
defendant Humphreys $500, which Humphreys allowed as a credit on a 
debt due him from Beam, in order to satisfy and pay a second time the 
claim of Beam as assignee. The money has thus been twice paid to the 
consignee, with no new consideration, and yet he resists the plaintiff’s 
demand for restitution, on the ground that the action could be main- 
- tained by Humphreys only, in whom the right to bring it still subsists, 
the company failing to show any pEsly between the plaintiff and 
Humphreys. 

Where money is paid and received in discharge of a debt then believed 
by the payér to be due, but in fact previously paid in full by or for the 
debtor, the creditor is not allowed to keep double the sum due him 
against the demand of the debtor preferred in an action in the nature 
of assumpsit for the recovery of the second payment made by mistake. 
Pool v. Allen, 29 N. C., 120; Mitchell v. Walker, 30 N. C., 248; Newell 
v. March, tb., 441; Hare on Contracts, p. 104. The defendant seems 
to admit this principle, but insists that Humphreys paid the debt the 
last time, and he alone can maintain the action for the restitu- 
tion of the amount wrongfully paid by him. The plaintiff has (636) 
brought all of the parties who actually have claimed, or who, 
according to the contention of either party, can rightfully claim, an 
interest in the controversy. McGinnas admits the truth of plaintifi’s 
allegations by answer, and Beam by demurrer, while Humphreys con- 
fesses by failing to answer. __ 

When the money was placed by McGinnas in’ the hands of Hum- 
phreys, as agent, to pay the claim of the defendant Beam a second time, 
Humphreys retained the money, but allowed Beam credit on a debt due 
him from the latter. This was equivalent to paying the debt in money 
a second time, and the arrangement was made for plaintiff and in con- 
sideration of funds furnished by or for him. It was, in effect, a second 
payment by Houser. Quod facit per alum, facit per se. If the facts 
stated in, the complaint be true, we see no reason why the plaintiff 
might not have maintained his action against Beam alone, treating 
both McGinnas and Humphreys as his agents. Houser paid $245 in 
money—all that he could raise—to McGinnas, to be handed over to 
Humphreys, who was to effect the settlement with the defendant, and 


44] 


IN THE SUPREME COURT {108 


Howuser v, McGINNAS 


induced McGinnas to pay for his benefit $255, the residue of the $500. 
The law implies a promise by Beam to repay Houser. Mason v. Waute, 
17 Mass., 563. | | : | 
Where an agent, by mistake of fact, pays money for his principal, 
the latter may recover it back from the party who has received it. 
Story Agency, sec. 485; Wharton Agents, sec. 413; Sheffer v. Mont- 
gomery, 65 Penn. St., 329; Bank v. King, 98 Am. Dec., 215, and note 
921. It is a general rule that where the money of the principal has 
been wrongfully paid by his agent to a stranger, either the principal 
or the agent may maintain an action for its recovery. 1 Lawson Rights 
and Rem., sec. 121. But the principal cannot recover where the agent 
loans to one of his own creditors who has no notice that it is the prinei- 
pal’s money. Jb. McGinnas, being entrusted by Houser, as 
(637) agent, with a part of the money, and having advanced the resi- 
due for the plaintiff, might substitute Humphreys, who would be, 
in contemplation of law, says Mr. Wharton, “but the extension of the 
principal himself, introducing no new party into the contract.” Whar- 
ton’s Com. on Agency, secs. 33, 34. As Houser might have made 
Humphreys directly his agent, or might in terms have authorized 
McGinnas to constitute him a subagent to settle with Beam, he had the 
right to ratify the substitution of Humphreys by McGinnas and thus 
establish a privity between Humphreys and himself, and of this Beam 
could not complain. But if this were not so, all of the parties being 
before the court, and the mistake being admitted, 1t would be uncon- 
seionable to allow the defendant to retain double the amount due him. 
As it may possibly be insisted that, though the privity between the 
plaintiff and Humphreys be admitted, still the complaint does not state 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, it is proper that we 
should consider this case in another aspect. We think that if the plain- 
tiff, under the circumstances, actually knew he had paid the debt, and 
could not at the time prove the payment, or if his mistake of the fact 
was negligently made, and he might, by the exercise of ordinary care, 
have avoided falling into it, still, as between him and the defendant, 
who admits that the money was paid to him in full a second time, not 
as a. gratuity, but nominally in discharge of the same debt, the plaintiff 
is entitled to restitution, when it can be made without loss or sacrifice on 
the part of the latter. His negligence in failing to find out the facts. 
before paying the money does not prevent his recovery from one who. 
does not deny the allegation that hé received and retained double the 
sum justly due to him. Hare on Con., p. 233; Bank v. Bank, 43 N. Y., 
445; Line v. Shinnerburger, 17 Mo. Appl., 66; North v. Blow, 30 N. Y..,. 
374; Bank v. Morse, 88 Am. Dec., sec. 284, and notes, p. 290. 
442 


N.C.] - FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 


MARSHALL UV. BANK 


It would have been otherwise if the plaintiff, by his negligence (638) | 
in failing to give timely notice of his demand, had prevented 
the defendant from recovering the sum biaiwed of a third party, or, 
generally, where the defendant had sustained damage which the plaintiff 
by ordinary care might have prevented. Bank v. McGilvary, 64 Am. 
Dec., 92; United States v. Bank, 6 Fed., 854. Where the parties cannot 
be placed in statu quo, the loss must fall upon the person who caused it 
by his negligence, though he may have made the payment under a mis- 
take as to the facts, but without exercising due diligence in ascertaining 
them. Boas v. Updegof, 47 Am. Dec., 404. 

If a second payment had been made with a full knowledge of the 
facts, but not by compulsion of, or mistake as to, the law, the courts 
would not allow Beam, who acknowledges that he has been twice paid, 
to go out of a court of conscience, when all of the parties are before the 
court, without accounting for what is justly due to the plaintiff, when 
he has advanced out of his own funds a part and owes McGinnas the 
balance of the amount used by Humphreys in making the second pay- 
ment. No wrong is imputed to any other party, and, in any view of 
the facts, the courts could not lend their sanction to fraud by allowing 
one who, by falsely denying a first payment, secures a second, to retain 
it simply because the debtor may have been guilty of even gross negli- 
gence. A payment is not necessarily voluntary, nor is it to be treated 
as a gift, because the debtor did not act under compulsion in paying it 
a second time. Pool v. Allen, supra. 

We conclude, therefore, that there was error in sustaining the demur- 
rer, and the judgment of the court below is 

Reversed. 


Cited: Board of Education v. Henderson, 126 N. C., 694. 
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(639) 
MARSHALL & BRUCE v. THE MACON COUNTY SAVINGS BANK. 


Huidence—Letters of Incorporation—Proof of the Existence of a Corpo- 
ration—Measure of Damages—Contract. 


1. Copies of letters of incorporation are admissible to show prima facie the 
existence of a corporation, and it cannot avoid its liability for debts be- 
cause in fact it had but an inchoate existence. 


2. When articles of value were prepared by plaintiffs according to the direction 
of such corporation, and before the order was countermanded, they are 
entitled to recover the damages sustained on account of Reerneenee re- 
fusal to receive them. 
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3. The measure of damages is the difference between the contract price and 
their present value, and, if of no value to any one but the defendant, then 
the measure is the contract price. 


Action tried at Spring Term, 1887, of Macon, before Merrimon, J. 

This action was brought in the court of a justice of the peace to 
recover from the defendant the price of a “ledger, index, check-books 
and other stationery,” which the plaintiffs allege they prepared at the 
request of the defendant, and which it afterwards, without cause, refused 
to accept, and refused to pay for the same; that the articles so prepared 
were of no value to the plaintitts or other person than the defendant, 
etc. The pleading raised issues of fact. 

On the trial in the Superior Court the defendant requested the court 
to instruct the jury: 

“1, That the plaintiffs cannot recover of the defendant, for the reason 
that the goods were never delivered to the defendant. 

“9 The defendant is not a corporation, for the reason that at the 
time the goods were ordered was within a few days after the defendant 
undertook to be incorporated, and that the notice countermanding the 
same was before the expiration of thirty days, the time required by law 
for the publication to be made before the defendant was a corporation 

in law. 
(640) “8, That the defendant was not a corporation in law, and, 
therefore, could not be sued, although it might be an inchoate 
corporation. 

“4. That, if a corporation, or an inchoate one, in the absence of evi- 
dence of the use of the functions conferred by law, it would not be, 
in law, a corporation. 

a. That as the articles of agreement provide that none of the stock- 
holders are responsible or liable for any debt except the subscription to 
the capital stock, that the defendant or any other stockholder would not 
be liable for the goods sued on by the plaintiff, the evidence being that 
the defendant has no assets or property of any kind whatsoever in its 
corporate capacity, nor ever had any. | 

“g. That if the jury believes that one Danford entered into and con- 
federated with the plaintiffs to defraud the defendants, that the plain- 
tiffs could not recover in this action; and as a badge of fraud that there 
is no evidence that the plaintiffs ever made any inquiries as to the exist- 
encé of the defendant as a corporation, nor whether the defendant had 
assets or property, as to the habilities of the alleged stockholders in said 
corporation, if in law the defendant was a corporation.” 

The court refused to give the instruction as asked for, but instructed 
the jury, after reciting the testimony, that the copy of letters of incor- 
poration put in evidence by the plaintiff was prima facie evidence of 
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the complete organization and incorporation of the defendant company, 
and that there was no evidence to rebut this prima facie case. 

That if the defendant ordered the goods from the plaintiffs, as testified 
by W. R. Johnson, and the plaintiffs, under such order, prepared the 
goods for the defendant according to the terms of such order, and the 
order was countermanded after the goods were prepared, and the defend- 
ant refused to receive and pay for the same, then the plaintiff would 
be entitled to recover of the defendant the sum of damages they 
sustained by reason of defendant refusing to receive and pay for (641) 
said goods. 

The measure of damages would be the difference between the contract 
price, which is the reasonable worth of the goods, and their present 
value. 

If the goods in their present eentition are worthless to the plaintiffs, 
and are of no value to any one except the defendant, then the plaintifis’ 
damage would be the contract price for the goods. If the jury should 
find that said goods are of some value in their present condition, they 
should subtract their value from the contract price of the same. 

That it devolves upon the plaintiffs to make out their case by a pre- 
ponderance of evidence. | 
There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiffs. Defendant 

appealed. | : 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
K. Khas and T. F. Davidson for defendant. 


Merrrtmon, C. J. The statute (Laws 1887, ch. 412) authorizes the 
incorporation of “savings banks in the manner already provided for the 
formation of other corporations,” ete. The general statute (The Code, 
secs. 677, 682) prescribes how corporations, with certain specified excep- 
tions, may be formed, and it is among other things expressly provided 
that copies of the letters of incorporation, “certified by the clerk of the 
Superior Court of the county where the same are recorded, shall in all 
cases be admissible in evidence, and the letters aforesaid shall in all 
judicial proceedings be deemed proma facie evidence of the complete 
organization and incorporation of the company purporting thereby to 
have been established.” The statute thus makes the letters prima facie 
evidence of the incorporation of the company and its organiza- 
tion; and also a certified copy of the letters as recorded likewise (642) 
evidence in all cases. Iron Co. v. Abernathy, 94 N. C., 545. The 
court, therefore, properly received in evidence the certified copy of the 
letters of incorporation, and instructed the jury that the same was prima 
facre evidence of the incorporation and organization of the defendant. 
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There was evidence that warranted the instructions given the jury, 
and. the defendant could not complain of them. The defendant ordered 
the goods and they were prepared as directed, and thus in their nature 
were useful only for its purposes. It could not, after they were so pre- 
pared, without any lawful excuse, be allowed to refuse to receive them. 
And no such excuse was shown. .The evidence went to prove that the 
defendant ordered the goods; that they were manufactured as directed; 
that they could be useful only to the defendant. There was no evidence 
of fraud, so far as appears, as suggested by the instructions asked for 
by the defendant. | 

Judgment affirmed. 


(643) 
W. G. TURNER, Apmer., v.§ MARTHA SHUFFLER Et AL. 


Real Estate Assets—Administrator—H etrs, Collateral—Impeachment— 
Consent Reference—Subrogation to Rights of Credetors—Statute of 
Limitations—Pleadings. 


1. This Court will not review the findings of fact under a consent reference. 


2. The heirs of a decedent, defendants in a proceeding to make assets, will not. 
be allowed, ordinarily, to collaterally attack a former proceeding between 
them and the same administrator to sell other lands of the decedent to. 
make assets. 


. Where it was found as a fact that the land so sold for assets brought a fair 
price, and that the sale was in good faith and ratified by the court, this. 
Court will not set it aside because the purchaser afterwards sold it to the 
administrator who had instituted the proceedings to make assets. 


aie) 


4, When the administrator pays debts of the decedent with moneys other than 
those belonging. to the estate, he will be subrogated to the rights of the 
ereditors and allowed to apply the assets obtained from a sale of real 
estate for the purpose of paying the debt due him. 


5. Claims not barred presented to the administrator in one year after letters. 
granted and admitted by him need not be put in suit to prevent the bar of 
the statute pending the administration, nor can the heirs plead the’statute 
as to them. | 


6. An allegation of defendants that ‘‘they plead the statute of limitations of 

- ten, seven, six, and three years, as prescribed in The Code, to all of said 

claims, and aver that they are unable to plead the same more definitely 

to each and all of said claims,’ is bad and insufficient without amend-. 
ment. 


Action heard on exceptions to a referee’s report, at Spring Term, 
1891, of Burxn, before Hoke, J. © 
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It appears that Christopher Shuffler died intestate in the county of 
. Burke before 9 August, 1877, and that on that day the plaintiff was 
duly appointed and qualified as administrator of his estate; that his 
personal estate was of little value; that the debts against his estate 
aggregated several hundred dollars; that the plaintiff applied for and 
obtained a license to sell certain seul estate of his intestate, called the 
“mill property,” to make assets to pay debts; that this land was sold 
and the proceeds of the sale were duly applied as assets to the payment 
of debts; that other debts remain unpaid, and the present is a special 
proceeding to obtain a license to sell another tract of land of the intes- 
tate to make additional assets to pay such unpaid debts. 

The defendants, heirs of the intestate, deny the material allegations 
of the complaint; they allege that the alleged unpaid claims are not just, 
and that they are barred by the statute of lmitations. They fur- 
ther allege that the sale of the land by the plaintiff first above 
mentioned was void, upon the ground that the plaintiff himself, ( aie, 
in effect, bought the same at his own sale. | 

By consent of parties, it was ordered by the court that all matters in 
controversy between them be referred to a referee, named, to take testi- 
mony, and report to the court the facts and the law ice thereon. 
The referee took evidence, took and stated an account, reported the 
same and his findings of fact. To the same the defendants filed divers 
exceptions, some of which were sustained and others were overruled by 
the court. 

The referee, among other things, found that the claims against the 
estate of the intestate specified in the account were “presented to the 
administrator and payment demanded within twelve months from the 
date of his qualification as administrator, and that he told the creditors 
that “if they would not sue on their claims he would pay all just claims 
as soon as he had assets in hand sufficient, and that he would not plead 
the statute of limitations against debts.” 

The defendants’ exceptions overruled were these: 

“3. That referee’s finding that Turner went strictly according to 
law in the sale of the mill property finds no support whatever in the 
evidence shown him on the trial, and is in direct conflict with a long 
train of judicial decisions, in this and all the States, that an adminis- 
trator must not buy directly or indirectly at his own sale. 

“4. That the referee erred in omitting to find the plea of the three- 
year statute of hmitations pleaded by the defendants in bar of the plain- 
tiff administrator’s right to reimbursement for debts of his intestate 
paid by him, as he alleged, three years before the commencement of this 
action, in favor of defendants. And lkewise error is alleged in the 
refusal of the referee to permit defendants to make their former 
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(645) plea of the seven-year statute of limitations (The Code, sec. 152, 
subsec. 2) more specific in an amended answer tendered by them | 
and refused by the referee at the hearing of this cause.” 

In the case settled for this Court the court says: “Third exception 
overruled and report sustained, and the court finds that the sale was 
bona fide and for fair value to Galloway and bought by Turner from 
him, and, if otherwise, cannot be impeached here. Fourth exception 
overruled.” The defendants assigned as error the overruling of the 
exceptions above set forth. There was judgment for the plaintiff, and 
defendants appealed. 


S. J. Hrvin for plaintiff. 
J.T. Perkins and W. S. Pearson (by brief) for defendants. 


Merrion, C. J. The order of reference was entered by consent of 
the parties, and the court below, in all respects pertinent and material 
here, approved the findings of fact by the referee. It 1s not objected 
that there was no evidence to warrant such findings. Indeed, there was 
some. That it is not the province of this Court to review such findings 
of fact 1s well settled by many decisions. 

Regularly and properly, the defendants could not attack, collaterally, 
in this proceeding, the sale of the land made in the foriner special pro- 
ceeding mentioned above to niake assets to pay debts. That should be 
done by motion in the cause in a proper case, or by an action brought 
for the purpose. Sumner v. Sessoms, 94 N. C., 871; Garrison v. Cox, 
99 N. C., 478; Smith v. Fort, 105 N. C., 446. But if this were not so, 
the defendants’ third exception could not be sustained, because the court 
below distinctly found the fact that the sale of the land complained of 
was made in good faith, and purchased by one who might buy and who 
paid a fair price for it. The sale was ratified by the court, the pur- 

chaser took a proper deed therefor, and afterwards conveyed the 
(646) title he thus bought to the plaintiff. This being true, the defend- 

ants’ objection is clearly groundless. It seems that they were 
dissatisfied with the findings of fact, but, as we have said, we cannot 
review such findings. We can only correct errors in the application of 
the law to them, and in this respect no error appears im the record. 

It appears that the plaintiff paid several debts of his intestate with 
moneys other than such as constituted part of the assets of the estate 
in his hands, for which he was not allowed credit. Jt further appears, 
in that connection, that he received certain rents that he supposed to be 
assets, but the same were not allowed to be such, and the court sustained 
the exception to the allowance of the same by the referee. This and like 
things done by the plaintiff show that, in paying debts of his intestate 
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and charges of administration, he was not officlously paying the same 
with his own funds simply for the purpose of creating a debt in his own 
favor whereby he might annoy and prejudice the defendants, but that 
he did so in good faith. The debt of the estate remaining unpaid is due 
to the plaintiff on account of moneys advanced and used by him to pay 
debts of his intestate. The defendants insist that such payments were 
officious, and also that the same are barred by the pertinent statute of 
limitations, and they cite and rely in part on Bevers v. Park, 88 N. C., 
456. We think such payments by the plaintiff were not officious, but 
were such as were made through inadvertence, in part, as to what con- 
stituted assets in his hands, and also such as he might have made for 
the convenience and benefit of the estate. In such case the administra- 
tor 1s entitled to be subrogated to the rights of the creditors whose debts 
he so paid with his own funds. In making such payments he was not a 
mere intermeddler ; he simply gave the estate, wherewith he was charged, 
the temporary benefit of his own funds in the course of his administer- 
ing the same. Williams v. Williams, 17 N. C., 69; Sanders v. Sanders, 
ib., 262. | 
It is insisted, however, that he stands in the place of the (647) 
creditors whose debts he so paid, and their debts were barred by 
the statute at the time he so paid them. But it does not so appear. 
It is found as a fact that they were not so barred at the time he paid 
them. And it further appears that such debts were presented to the 
administrator and payment thereof demanded within one year after the 
issuing of letters of administration to the plaintiff, and that he took 
notice of the same, as contemplated by the statute (The Code, sec. 164), 
which, among other things, provides that “if the claim upon which such 
cause of action 1s based be filed with the personal representative within 
the time above specified (within one year after the issuing of letters 
testamentary or of administration), and the same shall be admitted by 
him, it shall not be necessary to bring action upon such claim to prevent 
the bar.” It seems that the creditors ahd plaintiff, as to these claims, 
mtended to and did substantially what the clause of the statute just 
recited allows to be done in such cases. This had the effect to prevent 
the bar of the statute. If it be said that it does not specifically appear 
that the claims were not barred at the time they were so presented, still 
it appears expressly that they were not barred at the time the plaintiff 
paid them; and hence it must be that they were not, at the time they 
were so presented. They were paid after that time. It has been decided 
at the present term that claims not barred at the time they were filed 
with the administrator, as just indicated, will not be barred by sub- 
sequent lapse of time pending the administration. Nor can the heir 
plead the statute as to them. Woodlef v. Bragg, ante, 571. 
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The defendants in their answer say that they “plead the statutes of 
limitations of ten, seven, six, and three years, as prescribed in The Code, 
to all said claims, and aver that they are unable to plead the same more 
definitely to each and all of said claims.” This is clearly bad and insuf- 

ficient pleading. The court might, in its discretion, have allowed 
_ (648) appropriate amendments, but it was not bound to do so; nor is 

the exercise of its discretion reviewable here. It declined to allow an 
amendment. It seems that it treated the pleading as sufficient as to the 
statute barring claims after the lapse of three years, but it refused, as 
it might do, to recognize the insufficient pleading of any other hke 
statute. The answer is wholly insufficient, in so far as it no more than © 
suggests its purpose to allege that the cause of action was barred by the 
lapse of seven years. It should, in this respect, have alleged definitely 
that the special proceedings were not begun “‘within seven years next 
after the qualification of the executor or administrator and his making 
the advertisement required by law for creditors of the deceased to present 
their claims.” Love v. Ingram, 104 N. C., 601. This case is materially 
different from Proctor v. Proctor, 105 N. C., 222. In that case the 
court did not take notice or dispose of the imperfect pleading at all. 
In this one it refused to allow an amendment, and treated the insufficient 
pleading as none at all. 

Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Lassiter v. Roper, 114 N. C., 20; Byrd v. Byrd, 117 N.C., 526; 
Denton v. Tyson, 118 N. C., 544; Stonestreet v. Frost, 123 N. C., 647; 
Justice v. Gallert, 181 N. C., 396; Murray v. Barden, 182 N. C., 144, 
Pipes v. Mineral Co., rb., 6138; Morton v. Lumber Co., 144 N. C., 34; 
Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., 205; Bank v. Warehouse Co., 172 
N. C., 603. 


C. M. HERNDON er aL, v. THE AUTNA INSURANCE COMPANY. 


Removal of Cause to the United States Court—Nonresident—Res 
Judicata. 


1, A nonresident defendant whose petition for removal of the cause to the - 
United States Court was denied on the ground of insufficient affidavit can- 
not be again heard upon further application for removal—it has become 
res judicata. 

2. The court might have allowed an amendment, if made in apt time. 
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. Morton heard before Boykin, J., at January Term, 1891, of (649) 
DvurHAmM. 

The defendant filed its petition in the action within the time al- 
lowed by law, praying that the same be removed to the Circuit Court 
of the United States in and for the Western District of North Caro- 
lina, as allowed by law in appropriate cases. That petition failed to 
leva, and it did not appear, that one of the plaintiffs was a citizen 
of this State, that the others were citizens of another State, and the - 
defendant was a citizen of a third and different State at the time 
the action began, and the application was denied. Herndon v. Ins. Co., 
107 N. C., 191 and 194. Thereupon, the defendant excepted and ap- 
pealed to this Court, and the latter affirmed the judgment of the court 
below. 

Thereafter, and at the last term of the Biperior Court, the defendant 
moved, upon aiidavit. “that 1t be allowed to amend its petition to remove 
this aetion to the United States Court, which has been heretofore filed 
herein,” etc., so as to allege such diverse citizenship at the time the 
action began. The court refused this motion, “not as matter of dis- 
cretion, but on the ground that it is too late to amend, the defendant 
having heretofore filed its answer herein.” From the order of the court 
‘refusing to allow the amendment the defendant appealed to this Court. 


F.L. Fuller and J. W. Graham for plaintiff. 
J. W. Hinsdale (by brief) and J. 8. Manning for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. No doubt, the court below might, in its discretion, 
have allowed such amendment as that prayed for, if a proper motion 
for the purpose had been made in apt time; but it is questionable whether 
such motion could have been allowed after the lapse of the time within 
which application might be made to remove the case to the Circuit Court 
of the United States. We need not, however, decide how this might be, 
because the application to so remove the case was denied, the defendant 
appealed to this Court from the order of denial and the latter 
Court affirmed the order. Thus the application was ended, be- (650) 
came res judicata, and the court below had no authority to set 
the order‘or denial affirmed aside, or at all interfere with it, or allow 
such amendment as that asked for, and denied upon the ground that the 
motion came “too late, the defendant having heretofore filed its answer.” 
This denial does not propery rest upon the ground thus assigned, but 
upon the other ground above indicated. Nor does the fact that the order 
so appealed from and affirmed by this Court was to be treated as inter- 
locutory or incidental at all alter the case. The application was ended 
by a regular and orderly adjudication which was, as to it, final. Jones v. 
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Thorne, 80 N. C., 72; Roulhac v. Brown, 87 N. C., 1; Pasour v. Line- 
berger, 90 N. C., 159; Wilson v. Lineberger, 82 N, C., 412; Moore v. 
Grant, 92 N. C., 316; Wingo v. Hooper, 98 N. C., 4823 Dobson v. Simon- 
ton, 100 N. C., 56; White v. Butcher, 97 N.C., 7. 

If it be granted that the defendant could have made a fresh apphca- 
tion to remove the case, it did not do so; and if it had done so, the appli- 
cation could not have been allowed, because it would have been made too. 
late—not within the time such applications might be made. 


Order affirmed. 


Cited: Tussey v. Owen, 147 N. C., 8387; Powell v. Watkins, 172 N.C., 
247. P 


(651) 
E. K. OSBORNE, Receiver, v. JOHN WILKES Aanp WIFE. 


Fraud—Husband and Wife—Hvidence—Practice. 


1. M, a ereditor of W, bought at execution sale a lot belonging to the latter 
for $7,000. In consideration of $3,000 advanced for the benefit of W’s 
wife by S, her brother, and four notes for $3,000 each, signed by W, and. 
his wife, secured by reconveyance in trust, M, in pursuance of a previous 
agreement with the attorney of 8, conveyed the land to W’s wife. W and 
his wife conveyed the equity of redemption to S by deed absolute upon 
its face to secure the payment of the $8,000 advanced: Held, that the 
transaction was not fraudulent in law, nor did the admitted facts raise 
a presumption of fraud; but it was proper for the court to leave the jury 
to determine, upon consideration of all the evidence, whether the pur- 
chase was made for the husband in the wife’s name in order to evade 
the payment of his debts, and whether she participated in the fraud, 
or she or her agent had notice of a fraudulent purpose or combination 
to defraud the husband’s creditors. 


2, When M, 8, and W and wife subsequently joined in conveying to a pur- 
chaser, who paid a price more than sufficient to discharge the whole lien 
of $15,000 held by M and §, if there was no intent to defraud in the first 
purchase participated in by her, the profit realized by the sale might be 
invested in making the first payment for a second lot, for which a re- 
conveyance was taken in the wife’s name, but a conveyance was imme- 
diately executed by her and her husband to secure the notes given by 
them for deferred payments. 


3. Though the wife cannot bind herself by contract fi the purchase-money, 
and though she may have no separate estate, or may not bind what she 
has for its payment, still, if the vendor will take the risk of selling to 
her on a credit, neither the husband nor his creditor will be allowed to 
question the validity of a bond for title or deed made ey her in good faith. 


4, Where a married woman, not being a free trader, carries on the business 
of manufacturing on her own property, she may employ the husband as 
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her agent to manage the business, and the fact that she employs him 
raises no presumption of a purpose to defraud his creditors; but it is 
competent, in trying an issue of fraud, to show his manner of conducting 
the business. 


5. While creditors may subject, in a supplementary proceeding, the debtor's 
choses in action, including even a claim for compensation due for service 
rendered under an express or implied contract, they have no lien on his 
skill or attainments, and cannot compel him to exact compensation for 
managing his wife’s property, or for service rendered to any person with 
the understanding that it was gratuitous. 


6. Where many circumstances were shown tending to prove that conveyances 
were made to the wife to evade the payment of a certain debt due from 
the husband, it was competent for him to show in rebuttal that he had 
voluntarily allowed the judgment in favor of that creditor to be renewed 
after it was barred by the statute of limitations. 


7. Where such creditor testified that he was informed by the debtor, in 1871, 
that he conducted the business in his wife’s name to prevent his creditors 
from hampering him, the creditor acknowledged that he then had notice 
of the fraud, and where suit was brought and judgment rendered against 
the debtor alone in 1874, and under a supplementary proceeding begun soon 
after, though the receiver had power to bring an action in 1886 against hus- 
band and wife to have her declared a trustee, and to recover the land con- 
veyed to her, with rents, and for specific articles of personal property al- 
leged to have been bought with the husband’s funds, or on his credit, such 
action, both for the equitable relief and the recovery of rents and specific 
personal property was barred in three years after he had notice of the 
fraud, according to’ his own testimony, as against the wife, who was a 
party only to the action brought by the receiver. 


8S. If the action had not been barred by the provisions of subsections 4 and 9 
of section 155 of The Code, it would have been barred under the general 
section 158, and it was not error to tell the jury that the action was barred 
in three years, or in ten years. 


9. Where execution was issued on another judgment and levied on the hus- 
band’s interest in a gold mine for which he had paid $18,000, and the 
wife bought for $5 at the sheriff’s sale, but it appeared that the judgment, 
as well as the debts of some other creditors, had been subsequently dis- 
charged in full: Held, that mere inadequacy of price was not sufficient 
to raise a presumption of fraud, but the inadequacy of the price and the 
subsequent payment of the debt might be considered by the jury as sus- 
picious circumstances tending to establish the fraud. 


10. While there is a presumption that a deed from a husband who is embar- 
rassed with debt, conveying land to his wife is fraudulent, yet a deed from 
‘the sheriff, or any other person, to her is presumed to be made in good 
faith, and the burden is on any one alleging the contrary to prove it. 


11. Where the judge invited argument in the presence of the jury, when the 
plaintiff rested, as to whether he had made a prima facie case, and when 
he directed the defendants to proceed in the development of their case, 
and told the jury then, and subsequently charged them, that they must 


453 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
OSBORNE U. WILKES 


not be influenced in favor of defendants by his inviting argument, nor 
against them by his order to proceed with the introduction of their testi- 
mony: ‘Held, not to be error. 


12. Where the jury came into court on Saturday of the first week of the term 
and announced that they could not agree as to the facts, it was not error 
for the judge to say that there were two more weeks of the term, and he 
would give them plenty of time to consider, and then to direct the sheriff 
to provide comfortable accommodations for them. 


(652) Action brought by the receiver appointed in a supplementary. 
proceeding, under the order of the court to have the feme defend- 
ant declared a trustee as to some property, and to recover specifically 
other property, which it was alleged had been purchased with the funds 
of or on the credit of the male defendant, her husband, and tried 
(653) at September Term, 1889, of Mrecxiensure, before Clark, J. 

_ In 1869 The Rock Island Manufacturing Company became 
indebted to Coates Bros. in the sum of $24,806.78, for which said 
company gave several notes, with the defendant John Wilkes as surety. 
Judgment was rendered in the Superior Court of Rowan County in favor 
of Coates Bros. against said John Wilkes, at April Term, 1874, of said 
court, and supplementary proceedings were begun on the 7th of the fol- 
lowing September. During the same month Wilkes was examined, after 
which there was a suspension of active proceedings until he was again 

ordered before the clerk and examined in December, 1883. A 
(654) number of other witnesses were also examined between that time 

and 17 September, 1885, when the plaintiff was appointed re- 
celver, | 

The plaintiff brought this action in the Superior Court of Mecklen- 
burg County. In his complaint he alleges three causes of action: 

1. That defendant Jane Wilkes unlawfully and fraudulently with- 
holds the possession of the property described in the second section of 
the complaint, because the plaintiff is receiver and said property is liable 
to the Coates Bros. judgment. The plaintiff demands judgment for 
possession and damages for detention. 

2. That the Alexander property was purchased by Jane Wilkes with 
the money and credit of John Wilkes, by a scheme or plan contrived to 
defraud the creditors of John Wilkes. The plaintiff demands judgment 
for a surrender of this property and damages for use and occupation. 

3. That the Capps Mine is subject to the lien of said judgment, and 
the title thereof is in John Wilkes individually, or as partner of Jane 
Wilkes, and that Jane Wilkes claims said property because her money 
paid therefor. Plaintiff alleges that she had no claim to it, and demands 
judgment for the possession and damages. 
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The defendants positively deny all allegations of fraud, and aver that 
the property described in the complaint 1s the property of Jane Wilkes, 
and not in any way liable to the payment of the debts of John Wilkes. 
They further allege that the plaintifi’s cause of action, 1f he has any, is 
barred by the statute of limitations. The first two allegations of fraud 
were treated as one, by agreement of the parties, and are known as the 
first cause of action, and that relating to the r apps Mine as the one 
cause of action. 

It was in evidence that a certain lot in the city of Charlotte, known as 
the “Navy Yard,” was sold under execution against the defendant John 
Wilkes, and bought by R. Y. McAden for the First National 
Bank of Charlotte, to which Wilkes owed a debt of about $15,000. (655 

The brothers and sisters of the feme defendant were residents 
of the State of New York, where she had a separate estate invest- 
ed by trustees under marriage settlement. They subscribed or 
loaned $3,000 to be used for her benefit by her brother Adolphus 
Smedburg. He, through Mr. J. H. Wilson, an attorney, effected an ar- 
rangement, whereby in consideration of the payment to said bank of the 
$3,000 and the execution by Wilkes and his wife of several notes falling 
due annually for the remaining $12,000, the said “Navy Yard” property 
was conveyed to Mrs. Jane R. Wilkes and immediately reconveyed by 
her and her husband by mortgage deed to secure the payment of the 
notes as they should fall due. The equity of redemption was conveyed 
by Wilkes and wife to Smedburg as a security for the $3,000. The 
“Navy Yard” property was subsequently sold at a profit, and out of 
proceeds of sale the deeds to the bank and to Smedburg were discharged, 
leaving a balance in the hands of Mrs. Wilkes, a part of which was sub- 
sequently used in making the cash payment for a lot or tract of land in 
Charlotte, on which are located her dwelling house and the Mecklenburg. 
Foundry, and a portion of the profits were used for the purchase of 
machinery, etc., used in said foundry. The said lot was sold to her by 
S. B. Alexander for $9,000. She paid out of her profits $1,000 and she 
and her husband gave notes for $8,000, the balance of the purchase- 
money, taking title to herself but immediately joining her husband in a 
reconveyance to secure payment of notes for purchase-money. She has 
not paid all of the purchase-money yet. The foundry has been managed 
by the defendant John Wilkes for her since the year 1871, and she has 
realized a handsome profit. He draws checks and attends to the manage- | 
ment; she allows him a support for himself and family out of the profits 
of the business. 

The plaintiff offered circumstantial testimony tending to show that 
the purchase was made in the name of the wife, but really for 
the benefit of her husband, in order that it might be protected (656) 
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from the husband’s creditors. The depositions of one of the plaintiffs, 
and that of one Frank W. Hall, were read in evidence, both deposing 
that John Wilkes told them that he conducted the business in his wife’s 
name to save himself from annoyance by his creditors. 

John Wilkes, McAden, Alexander and others testified to circumstances 
tending to show that the purchase and sale of the “Navy Yard,’ and 
the subsequent purchase from Alexander, were made in good faith for 
the feme defendant. 

It was in evidence for the plaintiffs that, after the defendant John 
Wilkes had expended many thousands of dollines for an interest in the © 
Capps Gold Mine, including the land and valuable machinery erected 
thereon, his interest was sold at execution sale to satisfy an execution 
issued on a judgment in favor of one J. C. Burroughs, and bought by 
the feme defendant for $5. Burroughs also testified that, after the sale, 
the whole of his judgment was paid. 

John Wilkes testified that he had been permitted by his wife to pay 
off a number of old debts which he owed. He denied making the alleged 
statement to the plaintiff Coates, or the witness Hall. He testified also 
that more than $8,000 of his wife’s separate funds, held by trustees for 
her, had been invested in the machinery, etc., at the foundry. He fur- 
ther testified that he had made no arrangement, either with the bank, 
McAden, or the sheriff, in reference to the sale or purchase of the “Navy 
Yard” property, and also to the good faith of the parties in the purchase 
of the Capps Mine. 

One of many circumstances offered for plaintiffs was the fact that 
for nine years the business of Mecklenburg Foundry was advertised in 
the name of “John Wilkes, proprietor.” | 

The following issues were submitted, without objection: 

1. Was there any arrangement, agreement or understanding 

(657) between the defendants John Wilkes or Jane Wilkes and the 

First National Bank of Charlotte by which the property con- 

veyed to the bank by the sheriff under the execution sale of 23 May, 

1870, was thereupon conveyed to defendant Jane R. Wilkes, for the pur- 

pose of preserving the property and business of John Wilkes and hinder- 
ing, delaying or defrauding his creditors? Ans.: “No. 

2. Was the property conveyed to Mrs. Wilkes by the a for $15,000 
paid for out of the proceeds of sale thereof to Matthews in whole or in 
part, and if in part, how much of said proceeds were so used? Ans.: 
“Tn part, $12,000 and interest.” 

3. Were the lots conveyed to the defendant Jane R. Wilkes by S. B. 
Alexander, trustee, and the machinery, tools and appliances made for 
and used in the foundry and shops purchased with the money and credit 
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of John Wilkes, and was the title to said lots procured to be made to his 
wife for the purpose of defrauding his creditors of their just debts, and 
especially Coates Bros.? Ans.: “No.” 

4, Is the plaintiff in this action entitled to the possession of the prop- 
erty known as the Capps Mine or any interest ther eln as _ property of 
J Wilkes, defendant? <Ans.: “No.” 

. Ls the plaintift’s first cause of action barred by the statute of limi- 
wae Ans.: “Yes.” 

6. Is the plaintiil’s second cause of action barred by the statute of 
limitations? Ans.: “No.” 


The plaintiff requested the court to instruct the Jury— 


1. That if the property in dispute was purchased from Alexander for 
the consideration of $9,000, $1,000 in*cash, and the balance upon credit, 
for the payment of which Wilkes and wife executed their notes and mort- 
gage upon the same for the payment of the notes, as set forth in the 
mortgage, and only $1,000 has since been paid thereon, and there is still 
due of the purchase-money over eight thousand dollars, then the 
consideration of the contract of purchase did not move from Mrs. (658) 
Wilkes, she has acquired no sole and separate interest therein as 
to the unpaid purchase-money, and the property is subject to the claims 
of the creditors of the husband, encumbered by the amount of the pur- 
chase-money yet due. This instruction was refused. 

2. The defendants, both in their answer to paragraph six (of answer) 
having admitted and averred that they invested the surplus after paying 
off the bank debt 1m the purchase of the Alexander property, now occu- 
pied by them as the Mecklenburg Iron Works, cannot be permitted to 
prove the contrary, and issue third must be found for the plaintiff. 
The court refused to give this instruction. 

8. That even according to the evidence of Mr. Wilkes on the or a 
part of said surplus did go in part payment of the purchase-money of 
said property. The court gave this instruction. 

4, That according to the evidence of Mr. Wilkes he was the agent of 
Mrs. Wilkes, and gave the operations of the iron works his exclusive at- 
tention and labors and large accumulations resulted therefrom, which were 
applied in enlarging the building, increasing the machinery and plant, 
supporting the household to the extent of $5,000 per annum and adding 
to the value of the iron works to the amount of $35,000; such aeccumu- 
lations did not become the separate property of the feme defendant, but 
inured to the benefit of John Wilkes, and the third issue must be found 
for the plaintiff. The court refused to give this instruction. 
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5. That if any of the earnings of John Wilkes went to pay for the 
property conveyed to Mrs. Wilkes by Alexander, they will find for the 
plaintiff on issue three [to the extent of said earnings]. Given by the 
court as modified in brackets. 

6. That if any residue or balance arising out of the sale by Mrs. 

Wilkes and the Smedburgs to Matthews went to pay any part of 
(659) the purchase-money to Alexander they will find for the plaintiff _ 
on issue three. The court refused to give this instruction. 

7. That a separate estate in a married woman must be proved by the 
instrument making it, and that there is no evidence here of any separate 
estate belonging to Mrs. Wilkes, defendant, sufficient to have a credit 
upon in the purchase of lands, and no evidence has been adduced show- 
ing that any charge upon such estate, if it existed, could attach to the 
transactions set up in the answer. The court refused to give this in- 
struction. 

8. “A badge of fraud is a fact or circumstance calculated to throw sus- 
picion on a transaction and requiring explanation.” (This instruction 
was given.) If, therefore, there are any circumstances connected with 
the sale of the “Navy Yard” property on 28 May, 1870, calculated to 
throw suspicion on that transaction and which circumstances have not 
been satisfactorily explained by the defendants, the jury should answer 
the first issue “Yes.” The court refused to give this instruction. 

9, Fraud may be inferred from facts and circumstances tending to 
establish it, and less proof is required to establish fraud between hus- 
band and wife than between strangers. This instruction was given. 

10. That stronger proof is required of parties claiming the benefit of 
transactions between husband and wife than from parties claiming bene- 
fit of transactions between strangers. This instruction was given. 

11. The presumption is that the wife purchased with funds of the 
husband. Refused. Transter of property from the husband to the wife 
is regarded with suspicion. Given. 

12. Conversations of parties charged with fraud are admitted to prove 
the fraud. If there was any arrangement between the bank on the one 
hand, and either of the defendants, or any one of them, on the other, 

that the property should be bid in by the bank and conveyed to 
(660) Mrs. Wilkes, the answer to the first issue should be “Yes.” Given. 
13. If Wilkes has devoted his industry, his knowledge of the 
business, his skill in its management, his name and credit to the accumu- 
lation of property to be held by his wife for the use of himself and fam- 
ily, to the exclusion of his creditors, the jury ought to answer issue 
third “Yes.” [But not if he was merely acting bona fide as agent for his 
wife.] Given as modified, modification shown in brackets. 
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14. To make the execution sale fraudulent, it is not necessary that the 
sheriff should be a party to the agreement that the property shall 
(should) be bid in or held for the benefit of the judgment debtor. Dob- 
son v.. Erwin, 18 N. C.,.569. Given. 

15. If there was any arrangement between the bank and either John 
or Jane Wilkes to bring about the sale under execution so as to: divest. 
John Wilkes of the title and vest it in Mrs. Wilkes, and the effect of the 
transaction was to hinder and delay creditors, the law will regard such 
transactions fraudulent, though it may have been the intent of the par- 
ties to so hinder, delay, etc. Given as a supplement to prayer No. 1 
of defendants. | 


DEFENDANTS PRAYERS FOR INSTRUCTION, 


1. As a general rule (amendment )in order to find that any of the 
transactions which are alleged to have been fraudulent were fraudulent 
as to the creditors of the defendant, John Wilkes, the jury must first 
be satisfied by a preponderance of the evidence that the transactions 
were not only such as, in their effect, might delay or hinder creditors, 
but that they were conceived and carried on with the actual intent to 
hinder, delay and defraud creditors [subject, however, to the proviso, 
that if 1t was a combination and arrangement to do that act, etc.]|. 
Given as amended, amendments in brackets. 

2. That the jury, in order to find that any of said transactions (661) 
-were fraudulent, must also find that Jane R. Wilkes partici- 
pated in said intent and purpose [or bought with notice thereof, either 
in person or through her husband, acting for her]. Given, as amended 
in brackets. 

3. That if the creditors, Coates Bros., discovered the alleged fraud 

more than three years prior to the commencement of this action, the first 
cause of action is barred by the statute of limitations. Given. 
‘ 4. That 1f more than three years prior to the commencement of this 
action they had knowledge of facts and circumstances calculated to put 
a prudent man on inquiry, which if prosecuted would have disclosed the 
alleged fraud, then the law presumes a discovery of the alleged fraud 
at said time, and the first cause of action would be barred. Given. 

5. That if said discovery was made more than ten years before this 
action was commenced, the first cause of action is barred. Given. 

6. Repeat the fourth prayer as to the ten-year limitation. Given. 

7. That if the jury should find that any of the personal property, 
estate or credit of John Wilkes was invested in the property described 
in the first cause of action, yet, if after said investment, more than three 
years elapsed before the commencement of this action, plaintiff is barved. 
Refused. | | ? 
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8. That if more than ten years elapsed under the facts and eircum- 
stances detailed in the seventh prayer, the plaintiff is barred. Refused. 

9. That if the jury believe the evidence, the plaintifi’s second cause 
oft action is barred by the statute of limitations. Refused. 

10. That if more than ten years elapsed after Coates Bros. obtained 
their judgment, and before this action was commenced, the plaintiff’s 
first cause of action is barred by the statute of limitations. Given. 

11. That if more than ten years elapsed after Coates Bros. 

(662) obtained their judgment, and before this action was commenced, 

the plaintiff’s second cause of action is barred by the statute of 
limitations. Refused. | 

The court, in addition to special instructions given, charged the jury, 
in substance, as follows: 

“Tt is the duty of the jury to weigh the testimony, ete., to remember 
if the court omits or misrecites any. The court se neeces no opinion 
on the facts, and the jury are not to draw any conclusions against the 
plaintiff by reason of the stoppage of the case against the defendant, nor 
against the defendant for requiring it to go. on. 

“The jury are not to consider that argument of counsel as to the effect 
of verdict on the present condition of the Mecklenburg Iron Works. The 
court did not stop counsel in that argument, but now cautions the jury 
that they are not to consider that, nor the effect of their verdict upon 
any one, but only to find the truth of the facts submitted to them on the 
issues. , 
“On the first issue the plaintiff sins that the sale of the foundry 
property on 23 May, 1870, was fraudulent, and as grounds for this con- 
tention offers evidence that sale was poe ooued from 7 May to 23 May; 
no readvertisement of property was made. John Wilkes was insolvent. 
The bank sold to his wife and took mortgage back. 

“The books of the foundry went on without change. 

“The admission of John Wilkes to Coates and to Hall that he had put 
the property in his wife’s name, etc., as testified by them. On the other 
hand, the defendants say the postponement of the sale to 20 May was 
from inadvertence, and they don’t know whether readvertised or not. 
They admit that Wilkes was insolvent, but deny, on the testimony of 
McAden and Wilkes himself, that there was any arrangement by which 
the property was to be sold to Mrs. Wilkes and a mortgage taken back 

for the purchase-money; that the sale was made in good faith, 
(663) and not for the purpose of defrauding creditors, and refer to the 

fact that afterwards the plaintiff’s claim became barred by the 
statute of limitations and Wilkes renewed the debt by written acknowl- 
edgment. 

“When the purchaser of the husband’s property is his wife, the law 
looks through all disguises, and if the jury find on going to the bottom 
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of the matter that it was an arrangement, no matter how arranged, they 
should answer the first issue ‘Yes’; otherwise, ‘No.’ The burden is on 
the plaintiff to show such arrangement by preponderance, ete. 

“The plaintiff claims on the second issue that the property conveyed 
to Mrs. Wilkes by the bank for $15,000 was paid for entirely out of the 
proceeds of the sale to Matthews; on the other hand, the defendants say 
_ that only $12,000 of the purchase-money and interest was paid out of 

the proceeds of that sale. : 

“On this point it is the duty of the jury to sift and weigh the testi- 
mony, and say whether in whole or in part, and if in-part, how much of 
said proceeds were so used.” | 

On third issue same charge was submitted substantially as on the first 
issue, except that the evidence raised a presumption of fraud in the 
purchase. 

On fourth issue: “If the ee known as the Capps Mine was 
bought by Mrs. Wilkes by an arrangement, contrivance, etc., and $13,000 
worth of property was bought for $5, the sale would be fraudulent— 
the jury are to consider it in his wife, ete.—but if the sale was bona fide, 
and if it was not with consent of husband, etc., 1t is a good sale. 

“The law views with suspicion the dealings of husband and wife, and 
the gross inadequacy of price, if bought with Wilkes’ money, or by any 
contrivance, or if sold with intent to hinder and delay his creditors, and 
Mrs. Wilkes participated in such intent, or had notice of it, the sale’was 
fraudulent, and you will answer the fourth issue ‘Yes’; otherwise, ‘No’.” 
_’ The plaintiff excepted to the court’s refusal to instruct the jury 
as requested by plaintiff, and to his instructing them as requested (664) 
by defendant, and to the charge as given. 

In the trial of the/cause all that part of the complaint which spoke of 
the Mecklenburg Iron Works was, by consent, treated as the plaintiff’s 
first cause of action, and all that part velating to the Capps Mine, as a 
second cause of action. 

After verdict, plaintiff moved for judgment, notwithstanding the ver- 
dict, upon the grounds— | 

1. That the evidence as to the sale of the Capps Mine property under 
execution to Jane R. Wilkes was sufficient to raise a presumption of 
fraud, and that there was no evidence i in the case to rebut such presump- 
tion. 

2. That the evidence showed clearly that the defendant, John Wilkes, 
had at least an interest in all the property in controversy, by reason of 
his services and skill in operating the foundry and shops, from the earn- 
ings of which all the money which had gone to pay for the said property 
had been derived, and that his creditors were entitled to the benefit 
thereof upon a proper accounting. 
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3. That the evidence showed that the Mecklenburg Iron Works, as 
well as the old “Navy Yard” property, had been bought by Mrs. Wilkes 
largely on credit, and that, being a married woman and not a free trader 
at the time of such purchase, there being no evidence that the purchase 
was made on the faith of her separate estate, or that her separate prop- 
erty was charged therewith, such purchase inured to the Deen of her 
husband’s creditors. | 

This motion was refused, on the plaintiff excepted. — ae 

Plaintiff then moved for a new trial upon the same erounds as set out 
in the motion for a judgment notwithstanding the verdict, and upon the 
additional grounds— 

1. That the court intimated an opinion that the plaintiff had failed 
to make out a case when he rested. 

2. Because of the court’s ianpanee: to the jury ohn the jury 
(665) announced that they could not agree. 

3. For failure to give the instructions asked for by the plain- 
tiff, and for impr oper instructions given at request of counsel for defend- 
ant, and for error in the charge. 

The motion was refused and the plaintiff excepted. 

anor was quceen for defendants, from which plaintiff aa 


B.C. Potts, G. F. Bason and W. P. Bynum for nas 
A. Burwell, P. D. Walker, H. C. Jones and C. W. Tillett for de- 
fendants. 


Avery, J: When the plaintiff rested. upon the supposition that the 
testimony offered by him was sufficient to be submitted to the jury as 
prima facie evidence of his right to recover, the judge asked counsel in. 
‘the presence of jury, in effect, whether they did not think that the de- 
fendant might safely demur, and required both parties to give him the 
benefit of their views upon the question of law thus propounded. Wott- 
kowsky v. Wasson, 71 N. C., 451; S. v. Brown, 100 N. C., 519. After 
hearing the argument, the court directed the defendants to proceed, and 
told the jury then, as they were subsequently cautioned in the charge, 
to bear in mind the fact that the court had no right to intimate, and had 
not, in fact, intimated, an opinion in favor of the defendants by requir- 
ing argument, or against them by requiring them subsequently to develop 
their defense. The plaintiff had promptly objected, and ODS when 
the inquiry was first addressed to his counsel. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 413) prohibits the sabe who presides at 
the trial from expressing an opinion “in giving a charge to the jury, 

either in a civil or a criminal action,” that a fact has or has not. 
(666) been fully proven. Neither the letter nor the spirit of the law 
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was violated. The jury were cautioned after the argument, and warned 
subsequently in the instructions given them, that they must draw no 
inference prejudicial to either of the parties from the request for an 
argument on the one hand, or the order made at its conclusion on the 
other. There was no good ground for complaint on the part of either. 
§. v. Chastain, 104 N. C., 904; McOurry v. McOurry, 82 N. C., 296. 
 ©“This cause was given to the jury about 12 o’clock on Saturday of the 
first week of the term; about 5 o’clock p. m., of the same day they came 
into court and stated to his Honor that they were unable to agree. He 
inquired whether they wished instructions upon any matter of law, 
and stated that he would be glad to give them special instructions upon 
any point of law about which they were in doubt, but if they were differ- 
ing as to matters of fact in the case he could not help them. They re- 
sponded that they were differing as to matters of fact, but thought it was 
utterly impossible for them to agree. The court remarked that there 
were two weeks more of the court, and as it was important to the parties 
that the jury should agree, he could givé them plenty of time to consider 
the case. Upon further discussion. and consideration of the case, he 
thought they would be able to agree upon a just and proper verdict, 
and notified the sheriff to provide them with comfortable quarters, and 
to keep them together in charge of an officer. They were accordingly 
kept at a hotel in charge of an officer until Tuesday evening following, 
when they rendered the verdict recorded. No exception was taken to the 
remark of the court until after the verdict.” 

The law anticipates a verdict in every case after the jury have had a 
reasonable time for consideration. S. v. Ephriam, 19 N. C., 171. The 
judge had the power to discharge the jury in accordance with their re- 
quest, or in the exercise of a sound discretion to detain them till 
the end of the term. It is not error to tell them what the law pro- (667) 
vided in reference to their detention, and direct that they should 
be taken to comfortable quarters for further consideration and discussion 
of the issues in reference to which they had not agreed. Hannon v. Griz-_ 
gard, 89 N.C., 115. 

The jury, s selected. by the county commissioners on account of their 
high character, are supposed to have sufficient intelligence to understand 
the extent of the judge’s power, and to have such conceptions of their 
own duty that they will not be driven to return a hasty and unjust ver- 
dict for fear of being kept in comfortable quarters, but separated from 
their families, for a few days or for two wekes, if they could not sooner 
concur as to their findings. If the typical surors chosen under our law 
are so wanting in intelligence and virtue that they can be swerved from 
the line of rectitude by such considerations, then we should so reform 
our system as to insure the selection of men who are guided by principle, 
and thus bring our practice and theory into harmony. 
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The remark of the judge did not constitute sufficient ground for excep- 
tion, if objection had been made in apt time. If the tendency of telling 
the jury the extent-of the authority vested in the court was to induce 
them to agree, neither party could say in advance that it was calculated 
to foreshow or indicate the particular conclusion which 1t would be 
proper for them to reach. It is unreasonable to entertain this objection, 
made for the first time after verdict, if, from the nature of the case, 

it would have been available as a ground of exception at an earlier stage 
_ of the proceeding. 

Tt is settled law in North Carolina that our statutes (chapter 47 of The 
Code) impose no limit upon the “wife’s power to acquire property by 
contracting with her husband or any other. person, but only operate to 
restrain her from, or protect her-in, disposing of property already ac- 
quired by her.” Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 489; Stephenson v. Felton, 

106 N. C., 121; George v. High, 85 N. C., 99; Dula v. Young, 70 
(668) N. C., 450: Kirkman v. Bank, T7 N. G., 394. The law se 
her fe dis ponende not her 7us achuirendt: | 

Though a married woman may not be able to bind herself by a con- 
tract for the payment of the purchase-money, yet, 1f the vendor chooses 
to take the risk of collecting the debt from her, neither her husband nor 
his creditor will be allowed to question the validity of a bond for title 
or deed executed to her in good faith, or to claim profits accruing from 
a resale of any interest in land which she may have acquired under such 
agreement or conveyance. No complaint was ever made by McAden or 
the bank, and the purchase-money was ultimately paid and the lien upon 
it created by the mortgage discharged. 

Where the wife has no separate estate, or where she does not bind such 
separate estate, as she has, to secure the payment of the purchase-money 
for other property bought by her on a credit, the contract, nevertheless, 
inures to her benefit, and she holds’the property, when paid for, in her 
own right. 2 Bishop Married Women, sec. 80; Burns v. McGregor, 90 
N. C., 222; Knapp v. Smith, 27 N. Y., 277. If, therefore, after R. Y. 
McAden had bought at execution sale the land of her husband, known as. 
the “Navy Yard” property, the feme defendant contracted, through 
Smedburg, Wilson, or even through her husband, acting in good faith as 
her agent,for the purchase of the property in her own right,and Smedburg 


- advanced $3,000 of the purchase-money, taking a conveyance absolute © 


upon its face of her equity of redemption from her husband and herself 
to secure its repayment, while McAden, for the bank, conveyed the prop- 
erty to her absolutely, taking at the same time a mortgage from her and 
her husband to secure the residue of the purchase-money ($12,000), 
due in four equal annual installments, these transactions vested in her 
the equitable title to the land, subject, first, to the payment of the notes 
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for the purchase-money, with interest, and then to the amount (669) 
advanced by Smedburg. While her. agreement to pay the pur- 
chase-money could not be enforced directly, she could, by joining her 
_ husband, make a valid conveyance of her own land, whether by an abso- 
lute deed or a mortgage. Newhart v: Peters, 80 N. C., 168. In this way 
she pledged the land asqgsecurity for the payment of the residue of the 
purchase-money, though she did not bind herself personally. 

Where land is conveyed to a married woman by a person other than 
her husband, every presumption is in favor of the validity of such a con- 
veyance, as is the rule in reference to other deeds. 2 Bishop, supra, sec. 
138. The burden of proving the deeds of both McAden and Alexander 
to Mrs. Jane Wilkes to be fraudulent was upon the plaintiffs. She was 
not required to show affirmatively that she purchased with her own 
money or upon her own credit. A different rule might have applied if 
the land had been conveyed by her husband instead of by the purchaser 
at execution sale. While her buying on a credit from McAden does not 
per se affect the validity of the conveyance to her, the counsel for the 
plaintiff had the right, which they doubtless exercised, to insist before 
the jury that her purchase on a credit, when her separate funds held 
under her marriage contract could not be invested outside of the State 
of New York unless in pursuance of a judicial decree of the courts of 
that State, was a suspicious circumstance, which with others tended to 
show that the husband used the wife’s name with her assent to buy the 
property for his own benefit, and prevent his creditors from again sell- 
ing it to satisfy his debts, All of the circumstances enumerated in the 
carefully prepared brief of plaintiff’s counsel are, at most, but badges 
of fraud to be considered by the jury as tending to establish the purpose 
of the parties in the execution of the deed. The evidence as a whole was 
not even sufficient’to raise the presumption in fact, much less in law, 
that the first conveyance (of 14 October, 1870) to Mrs. Wilkes 
was fraudulent. Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 347; Woodruff v. (670) 
Bowles, 104 N. C., 197; ; Harding v. Long, 103 N. C, 1; Berry v. 

Hall, 105 N. C., 154, ‘There is no presumption avising from the testi- 
mony that she used the funds of her husband in making the purchase. 
The judge in his charge enumerated carefully the circumstances relied 
on by the plaintiff as badges of fraud, and also recapitulated the testi- 
mony offered by the defendants in explanation. There was no errer in 
giving or refusing instruction in relation to the first issue involving the 
character of the deed conveying the “Navy Yard” property to Mrs. 
Wilkes. The general principles already stated, if applied to the testi- 
mony bearing upon that issue, will dispose of all exceptions arising out 
of any view of it. | 
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If the feme defendant, through her agent acting in good faith, had 
legal capacity to pond even on a credit, the “Navy Yard” property, 
it would follow that the fund realized as a profit from a subsequent sale 
of it would constitute a part of her separate estate, and she could use 
that fund, or $1,000 of it, in making a cash payment for the property — 
on which the dwelling-house and foundry are yow located, and the deed 
of Alexander to her would be presumptively valid as would be the mort- 
gage deed executed by her and her husband, by which they reconveyed 
the land to Alexander to secure the payment of the residue of the pur- 
chase-money ($8,000). The same reason and the same authorities that 
were offered to sustain the presumptive validity of the transaction with 
_ MeAden applied to the latter trade with Alexander. The consideration 
of $1,000 paid down did move from Mrs. Wilkes, as it constituted a part 
of her legitimate profit from the former sale, if her deed for the “Navy 
Yard’ property was valid. 

Neither of the deeds was fraudulent as to the feme defendant unless 
she participated in the fraud, or she or her agent had notice of a fraudu- 

lent purpose or combination to hinder, delay or defraud the 
(671) creditors of her husband before she pur chased. Battle v. Mayo 
and Woodruff v. Bowles, supra. 

Without discussing them in detail, we have disposed of the exceptions 
to the refusal of the court to give the instructions asked, numbered, 
respectively, 1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 11, 15 and those relating to instructions re- 
quested by the defendants upon the same subject numbered 1 and 2. The 
objection urged in the plaintiff’s brief, that the verdict was against the 
weight of the evidence, is one that is addressed entirely to the discretion 
of the nist prius judge when made below. His refusal to. grant a new 
trial on that ground is not reviewable, and such motions will not be en- 
tertained when made for the first time in the appellate court. White- 
hurst v. Pettipher, 105 N. C., 40. An appeal lies only from the refusal 
to set aside the verdict on the ground that there was no evidence, or not 
in law sufficient evidence to support it. 

Inadequacy of price is not of. itself in any case sufficient ground for 
setting aside a conveyance as fraudulent, but is a suspicious clrcumstance 
to be considered in connection with other testimony. tending to show 
fraud in procuring its execution. Berry v. Hall, supra; Potter v. 
Everett, 42 N. C., 152; Bump. on Fraud. Con., p. 36; Kerr on F. & M., 
189. Mrs. Wilkes had the same right to buy her husband’s land with 
her funds when sold at execution sale, or from a purchaser at such sale, 
that any other person had. If additional testimony were offered fending 
to show a fraudulent combination to prevent a fair competition of bid- 
ders on the part of her husband and others, in which she participated, 
or of which she had notice before buying, then the jury would be justi- 


466 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
OSBORNE vt. WILKES 


fied in considering the inadequacy of the price paid for the Capps Mine 
in connection with other badges of fraud, and with the fact that she 
was the wife of the debtor. Where the husband contracts to sell to the 
wife or convey property to her in payment of an alleged debt, or for an 
alleged money consideration paid by her, the burden is upon her 

to show the bona fides of the transaction. Brown v. Mitchell, (672) 
supra. But where she claims under a sheriff’s deed and an exe- 
cution sale, there is no such presumption as would arise from a direct 
sale and conveyance by him to her. The subsequent payment of the 
whole debt due the plaintiff in execution by some one, ‘and the fact that 
the husband was the defendant in execution, were the circumstances 
relied on in connection with the inadequacy of price, to establish the 
alleged fraud. If these, standing alone, were sufficient to be submitted, 
as the judge did, to the jury to show a fraudulent combination, it will 
not be insisted that they are strong enough to raise such a presumption 
of fraud as would, without explanation, justify the court in instructing 
the jury to respond “Yes” to the fourth issue. We are aware that there 
is some apparent conflict of authorities in those cases where the property 
has been sold at judicial sale, as to the weight of certain evidence tending 
to establish fraud, but it is now settled that, since separate Courts of. 
Equity were abolished, the judge has no right to instruct the jury as to 
the weight of evidence when it is not sufficient to raise a presumption 
of the truth of the allegation of fraud. Berry v. Hall, supra; Ferrall v. 
Broadway, 95 N. C., 551, 

‘Under our present Code, a married‘woman may purchase property and 
carry on business‘on her separate account, and through her husband as | 
agent. ‘The fact that she employs him and supports him does not raise 
a presumption of fraud, though it is competent in trying the issue to 
show his manner of conducting the business. Brown v. Mitchell, supra; 
Abbott Tr. Ev., 171 and 172; Rankin v. West, 25 Mich., 195; Kluender 
v. Linch, 4 Keyes (N. Y.), 363. Her title to the property is not im- 
paired, nor do his creditors acquire any interest in the profits because 
he gives his services without other compensation than an indefinite allow- 
ance applied by her permission to the payment of his expenses. Abbey v. 
Deyo, 44 N. Y., 345; Knapp v. Smith, supra; Gage v. Douchey, 

34 N: Y., 293; Burkley v. Wells, 85 N. ¥:, 518. In Manning v. (678) 
M pnines 79 N. C., 293, the right of the wite to hold the husband, 

as her agent, to acount for the rents and profits of her lands, ‘though 
received by him without objection was distinctly recognized. 

While creditors may subject one’s choses in action, including even a 
claim for compensation due him for his services, under an express or im- 
plied contract, in a supplementary proceeding, they have no lien upon 
~ his skill or attainments, nor can they compel him to exact compensation 
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for managing his wife’s property, or collect from her as on a quantum 
meruit what his services were reasonably worth. 2 Bishop, supra, secs. 
453, 454, 299, 300. ‘She may remunerate him by furnishing him a sup- 
port. He may, if he choose, serve her without compensation. 2 Bishop, 
supra, sec. 489; Corning v. Flower, 24 Towa, 584. Indeed, a creditor 
cannot collect from any person compensation for services rendered by his 
debtor with the understanding that it was gratuitous. 2 Bishop, supra. 
We think, therefore, that there was no error in the refusal of the court. 
to give the plaintiff’s instruction numbered 4, nor in the amendments 
made to those numbered respectively 5 and 138. The plaintiff certainly 
has no just ground to complain of the charge given upon that point, and 
the defendants, in view of the verdict rendered, have no reason for ob- 
jecting. ; | a | | 
In the trial of issues like those submitted in our case, where so many 
competent circumstances are adduced as badges of fraud, it necessarily 
opens the door quite as wide for the introduction of evidence in rebuttal. 
When so much testimony had been offered for the purpose of showing an 
intent oh the part of Wilkes and his wife to evade the payment of the 
debt to Coates Bros., it was competent to show in rebuttal that, with 
full knowledge that the judgment was barred by the statute of limita- 
tions, he had voluntarily allowed them to renew it. 
The feme defendant was not a party to the suit brought in the 
(674) Superior Court of Rowan County by Coates Bros., on 20 March, 
1874, and in which judgment was recovered and proceedings sup- 
plementary to execution were instituted. The affidavit, which was the 
_ basis of the supplementary proceedings, was dated 7 September, 1874. 
In obedience to an order dated 24 September; 1874, the defendant John 
Wilkes appeared before J. M. Horah, clerk of said court, during the 
same month and was examined. No further action was taken till 21 
April, 1883, when another order was issued upon a similar affidavit, in 
obedience to which John Wilkes was again summoned before said clerk 
and examined, first on 8 May, 1883. John Wilkes again appeared, on 
notice, 17 December, 1883, when he and F. W. Hall and others were © 
examined before said Horah, clerk. The deposition of George M. Coates, 
Jr., was taken before a commissioner of affidavits on 3 January, 1884, — 
to be read in said proceeding. From an order of Graves, J., refusing © 
a motion to appoint a receiver upon the testimony of the witnesses ex- 
amined, and to compel the defendant, John Wilkes, to produce the books 
~ of the Mecklenburg Iron Works, kept by or under the direction of John 
Wilkes for his wife, Mrs. Jane Wilkes, the plaintiffs appealed, and the 
judgment below was reversed. Coates v. Wilkes, 92 N. C., 376. From 
an order made by Montgomery, J., at August Term, 1885, and subse- 
quently amended, appointing the plaintiff Osborne receiver, and em- 
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powering him to bring suit, ete., and restraining Mrs. Wilkes, who was 
not a party, from disposing of or transferring certain property, the de- 
fendant, John Wilkes, appealed. Coates v. Wilkes, 94 N. C., 174. This 
Court declared that it was error to order that she be restrained from 
transferring property claimed by her, when she was not a party and had 
not been ordered to appear for examination, or otherwise notified of the 
decree, though, in other respects, the. ‘udement of the lower court was 
affirmed. 

Accordingly, the plaintiff, as receiver, caused the summons in (675) 
this action to be issued against the defendant John Wilkes and 
his wife on 20 August, 1886. 

The execeptions to the charge given by the court at the request of the 
defendant, raised the question whether what was called the first cause 
of action, brought for the recovery of the Mecklenburg foundry prop- 
erty, had been barred by the lapse of time since the right of action ac- 
crued. The plaintiff in his complaint demanded judgment that the deed 
conveying the Mecklenburg foundry property to the defendant, Jane 
Wilkes, be declared void, and that she be declared a trustee of said prop- 
erty for the benefit of the creditors of John Wilkes, and that she be 
required “to surrender the said lot, buildings, machinery and all things 
thereunto belonging or used 1n said foundry and shops to the plaintiff as 
receiver,” etc., and that she and John Wilkes be “decreed to account with 
the plaintiff for use and occupation, rents,” etc. The case was one solely 
cognizable in a Court of Equity, and therefore, withdut regard to the 
amendment of 1889, the plaintifi’s right to have the defendant, Jane 
Wilkes, declared a trustee for Coates Bros., was barred three years after 
the discovery of the fraud by Coates Bros., or three years after, by the 
exercise of reasonable diligence, they might have discovered it. The 
Code, sec. 155, subsec. 9; Day v. Day, 84 N. C., 408; Lanning v. Comrs., 
106 N. C.; 511; Hulburt v. Douglass, 94 N. C., 122; Jaffray v. Bear, 
103 N. C., 165. This action is brought with the special view of declar- 
ing Mrs. Wilkes, who was not a party to the former action or proceeding, . 
a trustee, and therefore, to her plea of the statute of limitations, it is not 
sufficient to reply that this action (as in Hughes v. Whitaker, 84 N. C., 
640) was brought in aid of the former suit. The right of action accrued 
as to her when the fraud was, or might, by due diligence, have been 
discovered. If the testimony of George N. Coates, Jr., a member of 
the firm of Coates Bros., be taken as true, John Wilkes told him, 
in the year 1871, that he conducted the business in his wife’s (676) 
name “because his creditors would hamper him” if he conducted 
it otherwise. If Coates Bros. had notice that Wilkes used his wife’s 
name in 1871 to avoid embarrassment on account of his debts, being then 
creditors, a cause of action accrued at that time in their favor. After 
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their right to equitable relief was barred by the lapse of time, a receiver 
appointed at their instance could not recover when the statute was 
pleaded by Mrs. Wilkes. 

In so far as the action was prosecuted for the purpose of rer 
from the feme defendant the possession of specific articles of personal 
property, or of compelling her to account for the use of the personal 
property or the rent of real property, it was clearly barred after the 
three years from the time when the right of action accrued. The Code, 
sec. 155, subsec. 4. | 

G3 the first cause of action had not been barred in three years under 
the subsection of section 155 of The Code as to Mrs. Wilkes, she might 
clearly have availed herself of the general provision (The Code, sec. 
158), and, therefore, it was not error to tell the jury that the first cause 
of action was barred within ten years after the right to bring it accrued. 
The cases of Dobson v. Erwin, 18 N. C., 569; Bridges v. Moye, 45 N.C., 
170, and others cited, were decided long before either of the three stat- 
utes upon which the rulings of his Honor below rested were enacted as 
a part of the Code of Civil Procedure in 1868. Before that time there 
was no limit, short of twenty years, to the right to follow the funds of 
a debtor fraudulently invested in the name of another, except where the 
statute in relation to the abandonment of an hae Rey. Code, ch. 65, 
sec. 19; Laws 1826, ch. 28, sec. 2) applied. 

With full and i. ianiction: the jury, as it was their pr ovince to do, 
passed upon the good faith of the parties interested in the transactions 

in reference to the sale of the “Navy Yard” property and the 
(677) lot on which the Mecklenburg Foundry is located, as well as in 

the purchase of the Capps Mine. There was testimony tending 
to throw a cloud of suspicion over the treaties that culminated in the 
conveyance of each of the three tracts of land to the feme defendant; 
but this may always be expected where the wife purchased property, 
making little if any outlay of money, and, after placing her husband as 
agent in charge of it, realizes a large profit or receives an extraordinary 
income. There was no testimony offered by the plaintiff that raised a 
presumption of fraud, in either purchase, so as to shift the burden of 
proof to the defendants. 

We have not adverted to the large number of cases aed: and for the © 
most part decided by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, in which a_ 
different view is taken as to the right of married women to acquire 
property by purchase during coverture, and in reference to the weight 
of evidence bearing upon issues of fraud. We must be governed by our 
own Constitution and laws and by the construction given to them by 
this Court. The adoption of our Constitution, embodying especially 
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Article X, sec. 6, and the enactment immediately thereafter of chapter 
AT of The Code (Laws 1868-69, ch. 122), marked a new era in our law 
affecting the rights of married women. 

Having thus disposed of all the assignments of error that were insisted 
on here, we conclude that there was 

No error. 


Davis, J., did not concur. 


Cited: Blake v. Blackley, 109 N. C., 264; Orrender v. Chaffin, 1b., 

- 425; Markham v. Whitehurst, ib., 309; Walker v. Long, vb., 514; Peeler 
v. Pecan ib., 681; Williams v. Tae 112 N. C., 433; Toole v. Toole, 
“Ws 157; Lloyd v. liga 113 N. C., 190; Bank v. Gilmer. 116 N. C., 700; 
Sydnor v. Boyd, 119 N. C., 485; Trust Co. v. Forbes, 120 N. C., 361; 
Davis v. Keen, 142 N. C., 504; Calvert v. Alvey, 152 N. C., 613; Eddle- 
man v. Lentz, 158 N. C., 73; 8. v. Burton, 172 N. C., 944; Ciano Cox ¥: 
Colwell, 177 N. C., 221; 8. v. Hall, 181 N. C., 530. 


(678) 
F | | _ | 
CLEVELAND COTTON MILLS v. COMMISSIONERS OF CLEVELAND 
COUNTY. 


Majority, When Act of, Valid—County and County Commissioners. 


1. If an act is to be done by an incorporated body, the law, resolution, or ordi- 
nance authorizing it to be done is valid if passed by a majority of those 
present at a legal meeting; and when the act creating a corporation is 
silent an the subject, a majority of the officers or persons authorized to 
act constitute the legal body, and a majority of the members of the legally 
constituted body can exercise the powers delegated to the municipality. 


2. The powers delegated to a county can, as a general rule, be exercised by 
the board of county commissioners or in pursuance of a resolution adopted 
by them; but where the action of the commissioners, as in the matters 
specified in subsections 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, and 20 of section 117 of The 
Code, is subject to the ‘concurrence of a majority of the justices of the 
peace” or “the assent of a majority of the justices of the peace therein,” 
the action of the board must be approved at a meeting of the justices con- 
vened according to law, a majority of the whole number in the county 
being present, by a majority of such mee OE Ns constituting the organized 
body. 

8. The words, “majority of the membere-<lect, ” or “majority of the qualified 
voters,” are used in constitutions and laws to take the exercise of a par- 
ticular power out of the general rule and aneRe the assent of a majority 
of the whole number necessary. 
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4, Where the approval of the justices is required, it must be given in a prop- 
erly constituted meeting by them as an organized body. It is not sufficient 
to secure the assent of even a majority of the whole number, manifested 
only by their signatures to a paper-writing. 


OU 


. The commissioners are not required in any case to vote or participate in 
the meeting of the justices. . 


6. The county commissioners must in all cases exercise their own judgment 
first, just as though their action would be final, but they cannot give effect 
to such action, where the statute makes the approval of the justices neces- 
sary, till the justices ratify it. 


7. The agreement by the commissioners to pay each year a sum of money equal 
to the aggregate amount of plaintiff’s tax for that year till the whole cost 
of the bridge should be discharged was not an unlawful appropriation of 
the tax devoted by law to other purposes, but simply the means of ascer- 
taining the amount of each annual installment. 


(679) Aortton tried at Fall Term, 1890, of Cxevexann, before 
Brown, J. 

The plaintiffs contracted in writing with the defendants to construct 
for the latter a bridge across First Broad River, in the county of Cleve- 
land, and the latter stipulated and promised to pay the former for the | 
same the actual cost of the bridge; the price was not otherwise specified. 
A majority of the justices of the peace of that county, not in sesgion 
with the defendants at the time, signed a paper-writing, in which they 
“do by our (their) signatures ratify and confirm and concur in the 
above contract, made on 21 May, 1888, between the County Commis- 
sioners of Cleveland County and Cleveland Cotton Mills,” ete. In the 
contract it is stipulated that “the payments [are] to be made in annual 
installments in amounts equal to the tax on its (the plaintift’s) property 
in this county each year, until full payment shall be made.” 

Afterwards, at a regular joint meeting in June, 1890, of the commis- 
sioners and justices of the peace, a quorum of the latter being present, 
the plaintiffs asked in writing that the justices of the peace “ratify and 
concur in the contract” mentioned above. A motion in this joint meet- 
ing was made to that effect, which was adopted, twenty-three justices of 

the peace voting for and thirteen against it. The defendants did not 
vote. 

The plaintiffs complied fully on their part with the contract, and the 
defendants accepted the bridge, which cost $2,730.95. A new road was 
established leading across this bridge, and it and the bridge have been 

constantly used by the public, and there is no other way of 
(680) crossing the river in the northern part of the county when the 
water is high. | 

The board of commissioners for 1888, after the completion and accept- 
ance of the bridge, “made the first payment on said bridge, amounting 
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to $185.21, an amount equal to the tax on plaintiff’s property in this 
county for that year.” Between the time of this first payment and the 
time when, under the contract, the second payment to be made came due, 
a new board of county commissioners came into office, and, upon demand, 
they refused, and still refuse, to pay the second installment of the con- 
tract price due the plaintiffs, but, nevertheless, they exercise control over 
the new road which leads to and across the said bridge, and it and the 
road have been constantly used by the public as a highway, and the 
supervisors control the road. 

This action is brought to recover the sum of money alleged to be due 
to the plaintitis npon and by virtue of the said contract. The defend- 
ants contend that the contract sued upon is void and of no effect, because 
it was not made “with the concurrence of a majority of the justices of | 
the peace” of the county, as required by the statute (The Code, sec. 707, 
par. 10); and, further, that it 1s void because it undertakes to prov ide 
in advance that a part of the regular revenués of the county coming from 
the plaintiffs shall be devoted to a specified purpose, ete. | 

The court gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount due, and 
the defendants, having excepted, appealed to this Court. 


W. J. Montgomery and J. F. Schenck for plaintiffs. 
J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendants. 


Avrry, J. The courts of this country have generally adopted the 
common-law principle, that if an act is to be done by an indefinite body, 
the law, resolution, or ordinance authorizing it to be done is valid 
if passed by a majority of those present at a legal meeting. (681) 
1 Dillon, sec. 277 (215). Where the law creating a municipal 
corporation is silent on the subject, the majority of the officers or per- 
sons authorized to act constitute the legal body, and a majority of the 
members of the legally organized body can exercise the powers delegated 
to the municipality. 1 Dillon, sec. 278 (216); Hieskell v». Baltimore, 
65 Md., 125; Bomest v. Paterson, 48 N. J. L., 395. The same rules 
apply to other bodies, whether the two houses of the Legislature or other 
organized bodies of officers or persons to whom the Legislature has given 
authority... 

The powers delegated to a county can, as a general rule, be exercised 
only by the board of county commissioners or in pursuance of a resolu- 
tion adopted by them. The Code, sec. 703. The commissioners, organ- 
ized and acting as a board, are the embodiment of municipal authority. 
In their names the county must sue and be sued. The only limitations 
upon their exercise of the corporate functions of the municipality is to 
be found i in subsections 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, and 20 of section 707 of The 
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Code. Subsection 10 provides that where the cost of building or repair- 
ing a bridge shall exceed $500, the commissioners can order the con- 
struction or repair only “with the concurrence of a majority of the jus- 
tices of the peace,” as subsection 1 imposes the restriction that taxes shall 
not be levied by the board except “with the concurrence of a majority 
of the justices of the peace sitting with them.” 

Before the Constitution of 1868 was adopted, the justices of the peace 
in the several counties exercised the powers delegated to the counties by 
the Legislature. The justices of the peace were the judges of the Courts 
of Pleas and Quarter Sessions. For convenience, the various statutes 
specified the particular number that must sit to discharge certain judi-. 
cial duties or exercise police powers of different kinds. Rev. Code, — 
| ch. 31, sec. 1. “A majority, or twelve,” were required to meet — 
- (682) on the second and third days of the term of the County Court 

| first held after the election, to take the sherifi’s bond, Rev. Code, 
ch. 105, sec. 10. The justices of the peace, “a majority being present,” 
were required, at their first court held after the first of January of every 
year, to levy a tax for county purposes. Rey. Code, ch. 28, sec. 1. The 
justices being then the representatives of the county as a corporation, 
and recognized by the law as a body clothed with judicial authority and 
charged with administrative duties, it followed that powers delegated 
to them were to be exercised by a majority constituting a quorum accord- 
ing to the common-law rule, unless some statute preseribed that a smaller 
number would be sufficient or more than a majority would be required 
to discharge a specified official duty. After the constitutional amend- 
ments had been ratified and had taken effect (on 1 January, 1877), the 
Legislature, having entire control of county government, provided (The 
Code, sec. 716) that the justices should meet biennially on the first 
Monday in June, and, a majority being present, “should proceed ie 
elect not more than five nor less than three county commissioners.’ 
The commissioners can call the justices of the peace together not oftener 
than once in three months. The Code, sec. 717.. The justices are. 
required, by section 719 of The Code, to fill vacancies occurring in the 
board of commissioners of a county. It is clear that, by implication of 
law, a majority of the majority of the whole number necessary to con- 
stitute a quorum may fill a vacancy in the board of commissioners and 
elect all of the commissioners in the biennial meeting (“a majority being 
present”) by the express terms of the law in the same way. 

In addition to the four instances already mentioned, in which the 
justices of the peace of several counties are required to participate 
in their government, we find that it is provided 1 in subsections 11 and 20 

of section 707 that the commissioners shall be clothed with — 
(683) authority to meet the necessary expenses of the several counties, 
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or to sell or lease real estate belonging to the county, only with the 
“assent of a majority of the justices of the peace therein.” We think 
it clear that the purpose of the General Assembly, according to the 
ordinary meaning of the language employed by it, was to require the 
concurrence of a majority of the whole number constituting a quorum, 
to be expressed in the usual way by a majority of those present, where 
the justices should ratify or express their approval of an order for the 
levying of taxes for county purposes, or provide for constructing bridges, — 
involving an expenditure of more than $500, just as a majority (under 
chapter 28, section 1, Revised Code) levied the tax before 1868. 

Under the system of county government established by the Constitu- 
tion.of 1868 the several justices of the peace were made each a judicial 
officer, with a limited jurisdiction, and those residing in each township 
were created a body politic for certain purposes. But there were no 
powers exercised by all the justices of a county as a body, and con- 
sequently no provision of law recognizing them as an organization. 
After the amendments had been ratified, the Legislature of 1876-77 
provided (The Code, sec. 717) that they might organize at their meeting, 
to be held not oftener than four times a year, with the register of deeds 
as ex officio clerk, and, in the absence of a specific requirement, empow- 
ered a majority constituting a quorum to transact business. It seems 
probable that the General Assembly did not propose, originally, to 
recognize the justices in their organized capacity, except for the seven 
purposes mentioned, and, therefore, in intrusting them with the super- 
visory power to ratify or annul the action of the commissioners in five 
out of seven, it was deemed best to declare what number should be 
requisite for each purpose, though the number prescribed might amount 
to an affirmance of the common-law rule. It must be remem- 
bered that, unless a contrary intent is apparent from the words (684) 
of the statute, in each case a majority of the organized body is 
to constitute a quorum and express their will in the usual way. We 
must also note the fact that the powers to levy the taxes to build costly 
bridges and to erect houses of correction are exercised by the commis- 
sloners, subject to “the concurrence of a majority of the justices of the 
peace,” while the authority to borrow money to meet the necessary 
county expenses, and to sell or lease the real estate of the county, is 
made to depend upon the “assent of a majority of the justices of the 
peace therein.” The language used in these subsections is much more 
restricted than that employed in the Constitution, Art. VII, sec. 7. 
That section provides that “No county, city, town, or other municipal 
corporation shall contract any debt, pledge its faith, or loan its credit, 
nor shall any tax be levied or collected by any officers of the same, except 
for the necessary expenses thereof, unless by a vote of the majority of 
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the qualified voters therein.” The language of the Constitution 1s very 
widely different from that used in any of the statutes defining the powers 
of justices of the peace to which we have referred. The constitutional 
inhibition is intended to prevent the creation of any such debts as those 
specified, not without the assent or concurrence of a majority (which 
may be expressed by an organization comprising a majority), but unless 
by a vote (actually east) of a majority of the qualified voters therein 
(in the county) in favor of creating it. We think that the words, “by 
a vote of a majority of the qualified voters therein,” as an- entirety, 
cannot be interpreted as equivalent to “with the concurrence,” or “with 
the assent of a majority,” which can be manifested just as each house 
of the General Assembly is in the habit of giving the assent of the body 
to a law by a majority of a quorum. Cooley’s Const. Lim., marg. p. 141. 

Where the word “majority” is used in the statute to define a 
(685) quorum, as in the subsections cited, the concurrence of the 

majority is ascertained by the universal rule governing delibera- 
tive bodies. 

Judge Cooley says: “A simple majority of a quorum is sufficient, 
unless the Constitution establishes some other rule; and where, by the 
Constitution, a two-thirds or three-fourths vote 1s made essential to the 
passage of any particular class of bills, two-thirds or three-fourths of 
a quorum will be understood, unless the terms employed clearly indicate 
that this proportion of all the members, or of all those elected, 1s 
intended.” The Constitution of Michigan provided that no aet of incor- 
poration should be passed by the Legislature unless with the assent of 
at least two-thirds of each house. .The Supreme Court of that State 
held that, by the phrase mentioned, two-thirds of the legislative body, 
comprising a majority of the members elected and qualified, was meant. 
Southworth v. R. B., 2 Mich., 287. 

The cnstom has been, where the framers of constitutions have meant 
a majority of the whole number, to indicate the intent to take the pro- 
vision of the organic law out of the general rule of construction by 
using the words “a majority” (or two-thirds, as the case may be) of 
the members elected. Sedgwick Lim., 573. The Constitution of North 
Carolina, Art. XIII, sec. 3, provides that no part of that instrument 
shali be altered “unless a bill to alter the same shall have been agreed to 
by three-fifths of each house of the General Assembly.” This clause 
received a legislative construction from the House of Representatives 
when an amendment was passed by the votes of 60 out of 100 present, 
and out of an aggregate membership of 120. House Journal 1887, pp. 
530 and 707. When a ease involving the construction of a similar 
clause in the Constitution of Missouri (Harshmore v. Bates, 92 U. S., 
569) first came before the Supreme Court of the United States for 
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interpretation, upon an analysis of the language (“unless two- (686) 
thirds of the qualified voters of such city or town, at a regular or — 
special election to be held therein, shall assent Herero” ), it was held 
to require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of all the registered, voters, 
and not to mean two-thirds of those voting. In Cass v. Johnston, 
95 U. S., 360, the Court overruled that decision, but Mr. Chief Justice 
Waute, delivering the opinion of the Court, rested the ruling entirely 
upon the idea that the courts of the United States must be governed by, 
and conform to, the construction given by the Supreme Court of Mis- 
sourl to a similar statute enacted in pursuance of the same clause in 
the Constitution of that State. Justece Bradley, in an able dissenting 
opinion, insisted that the clause in question had received no, such judicial 
interpretation from the Court of Missouri, and that it was, in fact, 
analogous to another section of the Constitution of that State, which 
provided that no bill should be passed “unless by the consent of a 
majority of all the members elected to each branch of the General 
Assembly.” In the absence of such a provision in our own Constitution, 
the majority of a Yuorum, under the general rule, is deemed sufficient, 
and without the addition of the word “elected.” Article XITJ, sec. 2, 
was interpreted, as we have seen, to require the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the whole (being for the particular purpose a quorum) 
that actually voted. In Duke v. Brown, 96 N. C., 130, Chief Justice 
Smith adverts to the conflicting rulings in construing even such strong 
language as that used in the Constitution of Missouri, and determining 
whether a requirement that a municipal debt could only be incurred by 
a vote of a majority of the voters should be interpreted to mean a 
majority of the qualified voters or a majority of those voting. The 
ruling of the Court is made to depend, in part at least, “upon the dif- 
ference in the terms used” in Article VII, section 7, of our Constitution | 
from those employed in statutes and clauses of constitutions that have 
received judicial construction in other courts. This Court had pre- 
viously reached the conclusion, in a case decided at the same 

term (Southerland v. Goldsboro, 96 N. C., 49), that registered (687) 
voters only were qualified voters, and that no county, town or 

other municipal corporation could contract any debt, pledge its faith 
or loan its credit, except for necessary expenses, unless a majority of 
the registered votes of the municipality was actually cast in favor of 
creating the debt. Hzggsbee v. Durham, 98 N. ©., 81. Tf the language 
used in section 707 (10) of The Code had been “with the concurrence 
by their votes of a majority of the justices of the peace of the county 
who have been duly appointed and have qualified,” it would have been 
analogous to that upon which the other cases turned, and would have 
necessitated the actual casting of an affirmative vote by a majority of 
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all the justices in the county who have qualified. This distinction is 
clearly drawn in the authorities cited and in many others that might 
be added, and is fully sustained by “the reason of the thing.” It may 
lend some additional weight to this view of the subject to add that a 
careful review of the statutes providing a system of county government 
under the Constitution adopted in 1835, as collated in the Revised Code, 
and a comparison of them with chapter 17 of The Code will suggest the 
idea to any intelligent mind that the Legislature of 1876-77 (in the 
exercise of the power given by the constitutional amendment to provide 
for the government of counties) was attempting to engraft some fea- 
tures of the old system upon the new by giving to the justices of the 
peace, a majority being present and constituting a quorum, just as under 


the old regime, the power to supervise the levying of taxes, the creation ~_ 


of bonded debts, the sale of real estate belonging to the county, and the. 
creation of ares indebtedness, even, for the necessary expense of the 
county. The purpose evidently was, in all these cases, to return to 
ancient landmarks, and if the language were doubtful this apparent 
intent might come to our aid in interpreting it. But, following the 
construction given to the same and similar phrases in our courts, we 
find that the legislative intent in enacting section 707 (10) 1s 
(688) manifest from the terms of the statute. We adhere, too, to the 
ruling in Southerland v. Goldsboro, Duke v. Brown, and Liggs- 
bee v. Durham, supra, all of which are distinguished from that at bar, 
in that the language employed in Article VII, section 7, of the Consti- 
tution is clearly susceptible of no other interpretation than that it is 
essential to the validity of the indebtedness that an actual majority of 
all of the registered voters within the corporate limits should cast their 
votes in favor of creating it. Wherever the words used are construed to 
require the affirmative support of a majority of all who are qualified to 
act, of course, their assent must be manifested, not by remaining at 
home, but by actual participation in the effort to carry the measure. 
The distinction between this case and those cases mentioned depends, 
therefore, solely upon the construction of the language employed. It 
was not the purpose of this Court, in Duke v. Brown, supra, to lay 
down a general rule subversive of the well-established principle that a 
majority of a body, in the absence of some words clearly showing that 
a majority of all persons qualified to act as members of it was intended, 
is always interpreted to mean a majority of a quorum, and that a 
majority of the whole number authorized.to participate is, in law, a 
quorum, in the absence of a special statutory requirement to the con- 
trary. We think that where the phrase used is “qualified voters,” it 
should be construed just as the courts have interpreted “members-elect.” 
We attach no importance to the paper signed by an actual majority of 
the whole number of justices of the peace of the county. The action 
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contemplated by the law was that of the justices of the peace in a law- 
fully constituted meeting as a body, as in cases where the validity of an 
agreement made by the governing officials of any other corporation is 
drawn in question. Duke v. Markham, 105 N. C., 131. It was not 
intended that the two bodies (the board of county commissioners and 
the justices of the county) should become merged and act jointly 

as one assemblage. In all of the cases mentioned where the jus- (689) 
tices of the peace are clothed with the supervisory power over 

the acts of the commissioners, it seems to be contemplated by law that 
the board should first exercise its judgment’ just as if its action would 
be final, but should not give effect to such action till the justices of the 
peace, either at a regular meeting or at one called by the commissioners 
according to law, should ratify and approve the order held in abeyance 
to await their consideration of its merits. The law (The Code, sec. 717) 
names the register of deeds as the secretary of these assemblages, but 
leaves the organization, beyond that, an open question. It would seem to 
be proper that, as an independent supervisory body, they should appoint 
their own chairman and await a report from the board of commissioners 
as to the preliminary action upon the matters that are subject to their 
approval. It is not necessary, taking the view of the subject which we 
have expressed, that we should discuss or decide the question whether, 
according to the admitted facts, the justices of the peace or the board of 
commissioners, or both, ratified or sanctioned the original contract by 
subsequent acts in such a way as to amount to a waiver of irregularities. 
We hold that the contract was approved by the justices of the peace sit- 
ting as an organized body in the manner required by the statute, and, 
therefore, the contract needed no further recognition to impart validity 
to it. The contract between the plaintiff and the board of commis- 
sloners involved no agreement to appropriate the tax collected to other 
purposes than those prescribed by law. Upon the principle, zd certum 
est quod certum reddi potest, the cost of the bridge to be paid by the 
county was to be ascertained by keeping and rendering a careful account 
of the expenditure made in constructing it, while the size of the install- 
ments was to be determined by reference to the amount of tax 
levied on the property of the plaintiff in the county. If the (690) 
county should pay a sum of money to the plaintiff, and the identi- 

cal fund should be used the same day to satisfy the claim of the tax eol- 
lector, it would not amount to a misappropriation of the tax. There is 
-no error. The judgment of the court below is. affirmed. 


Merrrimon, C. J., concurring in the judgment : The plain, express 
words of the statute (The Code, sec. 707, par. 10), and as well its 
obvious purpose, exclude and forbid the interpretation that the con- 
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eurrence of a majority of a simple quorum, or of a majority of one of 
the whole number of the justices of the peace of the county, shall be 
sufficient to make valid a contract of the board of commissioners of the 
county for the construction or repair of a bridge or bridges that cost .— 
exceeding $500. The words employed are, “with the concurrence of a 
majority of the justices of the peace.” These words are significant and 
important. They cannot be treated as mere surplusage and meaningless, 
as they must be if a majority of a majority of one of the whole number 
is sufficient, because, if such words had not been employed, such majority 
would ies been peanived and sufficient. In the absence of such words, 
and in the absence of all limiting words, a majority of a quorum or a 
majority of a simple majority would be necessary when such concur- 
rence might be required. Such is the rule in all deliberative bodies and 
- judicial tribunals. Then, what useful, effective purpose does the words 
cited of the statute serve? | | 

That these words imply, and were intended to imply, the concurrence 
of a majority of the whole number of justices of the peace of the county 
further appears in this: The same statute (The Code, sec. 716) pre- 
scribes that the justices of the peace “shall assemble at the courthouse 

of their respective counties, and a majority being present (at the 
(691) time designated), shall proceed to the election of not less than 

three nor more than five persons, to be chosen from the body of 
the county, who shall be styled the board of commissioners for the 
county,” ete. Here, in an important respect, it is plainly contemplated 
that a majority of a bare majority may elect. Why were the words, “a 
majority of the justices of the peace concurring,’ or like pertinent 
words, omitted in this connection, and employed in other important con- 
nections in the,same statute? It is further provided, in paragraph 14, 
that “the action of the board in creating or altering townships shall not 
be operative until approved by the fustices of the peace at a regular 
meeting.” Why ware these words, “a majority of the justices of the 
peace concurring,” ete., omitted in ‘this connection ! 

The Legislature was ’ clearly advertent to distinctions and differences 
made as to the voice of the justices of the peace. It cannot reasonably 
be said that it incautiously and carelessly made such difference with no 
_ practical purpose in view. 

The.same statute (The Code, sec. 717) further prescribes that “for 
the proper discharge of their duties the justices of the peace shall meet 
annually with the board of commissioners on the first Monday in June, 
unless they shall be oftener convened by the board of commissioners, | 
which is empowered to call together the justices of the peace not oftener | 
than once an three months,” | 
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It is further prescribed (section 707, par. 1) that at such annual 
meeting “the board of commissioners is authorized, with the concurrence 
of a majority of the justices of the peace sitting with them, to levy, in 
like manner with the State taxes, the necessary taxes for county pur- 
poses,” ete. It is further provided, in paragraph 9 of the same section, 
that “with the concurrence of a majority of the justices of the peace,” 
the commissioners may “erect and repair the necessary county build- 
ings, and to raise by taxation the moneys therefor,” ete. It is 
further prescribed, in paragraph 11 of the same section, that the (692) 
commissioners shall have power “to borrow money for the neces- 
sary expenses of the county, with the assent of a majority of the justices 
of the peace therein, and not otherwise, to provide for its payment.” 
In paragraph 17 it is provided that, “with the concurrence of a 
majority of the justices of the peace,’ the “commissioners may make 
provision for the erection in each county of a house of correction.” It 
will be, hence, observed that the “concurrence of a majority of the jus- 
tices of the peace” is expressly required only whenever taxes are to be 
levied, debts are to be contracted, and obligations incurred in and by 
the counties. In respect to other matters, whenever they are to cooperate 
with the commissioners it 1s only requisite that a majority of a bare 
majority shall concur. Thus it appears that the Legislature had a 
settled purpose to make distinctions and differences as indicated, the 
object being to secure the larger voice and more reliable judgment of 
the county authorities in the very important matters of levying taxes 
and creating county obligations to pay money. Jt was not intended 
that the county commissioners and a simple majority of a bare majority 
of the justices of the peace should exercise such authority. Such legis- 
lation was cautious and wise, and deemed a proper restraint upon the 
wild and reckless spirit of the times manifested in the creation of public 
debts. It is very apparent that the Legislature had in view, and fol- 
lowed up, the spirit and purpose of the Constitution as expressed in 
Article VII, section 7, which provides that “no county, city, town, or 
other municipal corporation shall contract any debt, pledge its faith, or 
loan its credit, nor shall any tax be levied or collected by any officers of 
the same, except for the necessary expenses thereof, unless by a vote of 
the majority of the qualified voters therein.” The statutory provisions 
above referred to requiring the concurrence or assent of a majori- 
ty of the justices of the peace, simply, in effect, extended this (693) 
wholesale provision of the Constitution to the levying of taxes and 
the creation of debts for the “necessary expenses” of counties. This pur- 
pose is obvious, and hence the words of the statute, “the concurrence of 
a majority of the justices of the peace,” should receive the same inter- 
pretation as the substantially similar words, “by a vote of the majority 
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of the qualified voters therein,” of the constitutional provision just cited. 
The language of the two phraseologies, are in effect, the same, except as 
to the difference in their application. In the one, the language material - 
here is, “the majority of the qualified voters’; in the other, it 1s the 
“majority of the justices of the peace.” Can the reasonable mind see 
substantial difference? The clause of the Constitution just cited has 
been interpreted by this Court in numerous cases, and it is firmly settled 
that the “majority of the qualified voters” required by it 1s a majority 
of all the qualified voters of the county, city, town or other municipal 
corporation. Sdutherland v. Goldsboro, 96-N. C., 49; Duke v. Brown, 
tb., 127; McDowell v. Construction Co., 1b., 514; Wood v. Oxford, 97 
N. C., 227; Riggsbee v. Durham, 98 N. C., 81, and 99 N. C., 341, and 
there are other cases to the same effect. 

As the words of the Constitution under consideration, and the like 
words of the statute to be interpreted, are substantially the same, and. 
are used for and intended to serve and subserve the same purpose, is it 
not reasonable, just and necessary that they must and shall recetve the 
like interpretation? It 1s very difficult to see how any other conclusion 
can be reached. Hence the words to be interpreted of the statute, “with 
the concurrence of a majority of the justices of the peace,” imply a 
majority of all the justices of the county. 

I, nevertheless, concur in the judgment of affirmance, because it was 

clearly within the power of the county commissioners to contract 
(694) for the construction of the bridge mentioned, if it should cost no 

more than $500, and they might contract ‘for the same for a 
greater sum than that mentioned, “with the concurrence of a majority 
of the justices of the peace” of the county. The several statutory pro- 
visions pertinent [The Code, sees. 707 (10), 2014, 2035; Acts 1887, ch. 
370] fairly interpreted, imply that the county commissioners ordinarily 
contract on the part of the county for the construction and repair of 
bridges, and if the construction or repair shall cost exceeding $500, they 
must do so subject to the concurrence of a majority of the justices of 
the peace. I+ is not essential that such contract shall be made at a joint 
meeting of the county commissioners and the justices of the peace, the 
party with whom they contract being present—it will be sufficient if 
such commissioners contract inchoately with such party at one time, 
the contract to be afterwards concurred in by the. justices of the peace 
at a joint meeting of themselves and the commissioners. Until such con- 
currence, the contract would not be complete and binding—it would re- 
main i feri, open for the concurrence or nonconcurrence of the justices 
of the peace. It would be very cumbersome and inconvenient: for the 
contracting parties in such case to assemble together at a time and place 
prescribed by law, and agree upon the terms and details of the contract. 
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It is not contemplated that they shall, but it is intended that the county 
commissioners and the party contracted with may make the contract, 
subject to the simple concurrence of the justices of the peace. This is 
reasonable and practicable, and the statute so contemplates. If the party 
contracting to construct or repair the bridge should venture to construct 
or repair the same before such concurrence, he would do so at the hazard 
of his rights that might arise under the contract. Hence, the contract. 
in question between the defendants and the plaintiffs was not void at the 
time the justices of the peace concurred in the same (if they did) ; 

it was until that time simply inchoate, and they might concur, (695) 
or refuse to concur, with the defendants, and concurring with 

them rendered it complete and effectual. Hence, also, the argument for 
the defendants, that the contract was absolutely void and therefore could 
not be eoncurred j In, 18 without force. 

I am further of opinion that the justices of the peace did concur in 
the. contract in question. After the bridge was constructed, and after 
it was accepted by the defendants, they paid the first installment of the 
price agreed:to be paid for it. Regularly, under and in pursuance of the 
statute |The Code, sec. 707 (1)], a majority of the justices of the peace 
sitting with the defendants must have concurred in levying taxes to pay | 
such installment paid, and thus they informally, but in effect, concurred 
in the contract for the construction of the bridge. In the absence of 
allegation and evidence to the contrary it must be taken that they did. 
A regular formal concurrence would be better and more satisfactory, 
but a concurrence in such joint meeting, appearing by presumption and 
reasonable implication, is sufficient if nothing to the contrary appears. 

It is not to be presumed that the justices of the peace at their regular 
* jot meeting with the defendants on the first Monday in June, 1888, 
for the purpose of levying taxes for county purposes, including bridges, 
were ignorant of the bridge in question, and the county debt created on 
account of it, to pay part of which they presumedly made provision. 
On the contrary, the presumption is that they knew of it and concurred 
in the contract under which it arose, and hence concurred in the tax levy 
to pay part of it, and that, afterwards, the defendants, in the orderly 
course of their duties, paid that part, otherwise they would not have 
made .such payment. Such presumption arose from the record of the 
procedure and pertinent action of the justices of the peace in the joint 
meeting of themselves and the defendants. It had and has permanency 
and continues until, in séme proper way, the contrary shall be 
made to appear. The debt could not be properly and lawfully (696) 
provided for or paid without such concurrence. The presumption 
further is, that such concurrence was by a majority of the justices of 
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the peace, because the statute [The Code, sec. 707 4) requires that 
such majority shall concur in the tax levy. 

Cuark, J. I concur with the Chief Justice that a vote of a majority 
of all the justices of the county is requisite, and that the vote of a ma- 


jority of a quorum is not sufficient. 
_ Per Curvam. | | Affirmed. 


Cited: Bridge Co. v. Comrs., 111 N. C., 318; Stanford v. Ellington, 
117 N. C., 163; Bank v. Warlick, 125 N. C., 594; Wilmington v. Bryan, 
141 N. C., 683; Comrs. v. Trust Co., 148 N. C., 115; Rogers v. Powell, 
174 N. G., 392. | 


E. G. KING er at. v. FREDERICK RHEW. 


Trusts—Husband and Wife—Statute of Limitations. 


1. Where land was conveyed to a trustee and his heirs for the sole and sepa- 
rate use of a feme covert, and the husband conveyed the same by a deed 
in which the wife’s name did not appear except in the attestation clause, 
and no reference was made to the trustee or the equitable estate: Held, 
that although she signed the same, it was not her deed, but that of the 
husband alone. 


2. The limitation being to the trustee and his heirs to hold for the sole and 
separate enjoyment of the wife for life, and at her death to be equally 
divided between any children she might leave her surviving born of the 
marriage: Held, that it was necessary that the trustee should hold the fee 
until the vesting of the contingent interests, and the fee being in him, 
it was further held, that his estate being barred the cestuis que trustent 
were also barred. 


Discussion of trust, contingent limitations and dissension by Siena: J. 


Action tried before Graves, J., at April Term, 1890, of New Han- 
OVER. 

The parties waived a jury trial, and agreed upon the following facts, 
upon which the court rendered ‘udgment for defendant, as set out in 
the record: 

The following facts are admitted : 

That title is out of the State, and plaintiffs claim under the 

(697) deed made by Bryant Williams on 25 April, 1863, to R. B. Wood, 
trustee. Plaintiff next introduced a deed, signed by Isaac W. 

King and wife Charlotte, to Ann Eliza Orrell, made 4 August, 1869, 
and mesne conveyances from Orrell to defendant Rhew, the deed to Rhew 
being made to him by one Chadwick and wife on 16 September, 1880. 
It is also admitted that Charlotte King died 20 September, 1889, and 
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that the plaintiffs are the only children surviving said Charlotte, born 
of her intermarriage with Isaac W. King, and that the rental value of 
the property 1s $2 per month. 

It is admitted that the consideration of the deed to Eliza Orrell, 
signed by King and wife, was a tract of land conveyed to Charlotte King 
by deed signed by Orrell and wife, on 4 August, 1869, which land was 
sold and conveyed. by said King and wife to one Petteway in September, 
1871. This evidence is objected to by defendant, and its competency 
or Incompetency is to be submitted to the court and passed upon. 

It is also admitted that the defendant Rhew has been in the actual 
and open possession of the said land since the date of deed to him, claim- 
ing adversely under said deed,-and such possession was adverse to the 
plaintiffs, unless, in law, it was not adverse. 

Upon the foregoing facts, his Honor gave judgment for the acted 
from which judgment the plaintiffs appealed. 


D. L. Russell (by brief) for plaintiffs. 
Jumus Davis for defendant. 


- SHEPHERD, J. The land in question was conveyed on 25 April, 1863, 
to one “Robert Wood, Jr., and his heirs and assigns,” in trust “for the 
sole and separate use, occupation and enjoyment of Charlotte 

King during her natural life, and at her death to be equally di- (698) 
vided between any children she may leave her surviving, born of 

her intermarriage with her present husband, share and share alike, and 
to be in no wise liable to be sold or taken for the debts of her said hus- 
' band.” Charlotte King died in 1889, and the plaintiffs are the only 
children born of her intermarriage with Isaac W. King, her said hus- 
band. 

The said King, in 1869, conveyed the land, for a valuable considera- 
tion, to one Ann Eliza Orrell, and the defendant claims by mesne con- 
veyance from her. Charlotte King executed the deed with her husband, 
but her name does not appear in 1t anywhere except in the attestation 
clause, nor does the deed refer in any way to the trust estate of Wood. 

_ It is admitted that the defendant “has been in the actual and open 
possession of the said land since the date (16 September, 1880) of 
the deed to him (by one Chadwick) claiming adversely under said deed, 
and (that) such possesion was adverse to the plaintiffs, unless, in law, 
it was not adverse.” 

The first question to be considered is, whether the deed executed by 
King and wife (the trustee being no party thereto) conveyed any in- 
terest of the wife in the said land, so.that the trustee would have been 
prevented in equity from asserting his legal title during the nine years 


occupancy of the defendant. 
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In Bank v. Rice, 4 How. U. S., 241, it was said that, “in order to con- 
vey by grant, the party possessing the right must be grantor and use apt 
and proper words to convey to the grantee, and merely signing, sealing 
and acknowledging an instrument in which another person 1s grantor | 
is not sufficient. ‘The deed in question conveyed the marital interests 
of the husband in these lands, and nothing more.” | 

“Tn the following cases the same rule is upheld as to deeds exactly 
similar to the one in question, where the party signed, sealed and ac- 
knowledged it, and was only named in the attestation clause; 

(699) Luffkin v. Curtis, 138 Mass., 223; Leavitt v. Lamprey, 18 Pick., 
=: 882; Greenough v. Turner, ‘4 Gray, 332; Stevens v. Owens, 25 
Maine, 94; Cox v. Wells, 7 Blackford (Indiana), 410; Hall v. Savage, 
4 Mason, 27 3; Bruce v.. Wood, 1 Metealf, 542; Pointe vy. Chase, 108 
Mass., 258; Pavesi v. Goshorn, 17 Ohio, 105; Chapman v. Crooks, 41 
Mich., 597; Walder v. Van Voorhis, 15 Gray, 148; Harper v. Gilbert, 
5 Cush., 418; Hubbard v. Knous, 3 Gray, 565.” See also 1 Bishop Mar- 

ried Women, sec. 594, note; Malone Real Property, 528-703. 
In Gray v. Mathis, 52 N. C., 502, several of the foregoing cases are > 
cited and their doctrine clearly recognized and approved. These authori- | 
ties abundantly show that Mrs. King was not a party to the deed signed 
by her, and that it was inefficacious to pass her estate in the said land. 
Neither did her husband have any interest jure mariti which he could 
have conveyed, as the property was vested in the trustee for the “sole. 
and separate use” of his wife. Heathman v. Hall, 38 N. C., 420; 2 Lewin 
Trusts, 753, 756; 2 Perry Trusts, 648. Hven had there been no trust, 
he could not, under the Act of 1848 (Rev. Code, ch. 56) have conveyed | 
his interest, unless the wife had joined in the conveyance, and this we 
have seen she failed to do. The deed, then, can only be regarded as that 
of the husband, and as he had no interest which he could have conveyed, 
the trustee soul have maintained an action at any time against the de- 
fendant for the possession of the property.. The defendant being thus 
exposed, to an action on the part of the trustee (Swann v. Myers, 75 
N. C., 585) and having been in the continuous possession for over seven 
years “under his deed from Chadwick (which was color of title) and it 
being admitted that his possession was actually adverse, it must neces- 
sarily follow that the trustee’s estate is barred. It is suggested, however, 
though not seriously pressed, that the possession of the defendant was 
| permissive only; but there is no evidence of this, and we have 
(700) but the naked deed of the husband and the admitted adverse pos-— 
session of the defendant. Indeed, there is nothing in the case 

to show that Ann Eliza Orrell ever had possession of the land, nor does 
it appear that the defendant ever had any notice of the deed to Wood, — 
the trustee; nor does he claim under it, nor is it part of his title. The 
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only evidence as to the possession is the admitted fact that Rhew has 
had possession since 1880, claiming adversely to all persons, and even 
had he actual or constructive notice of the trust, the estate which he 
acquired by disseizin would not be subject to it, as it is well settled that 
“a disseizor is not an assign of the trustee, either in the per or post, for 
he does not claim through or under the trustee, but holds by a wrong- 
ful title of his own, and adversely to the trust.” 1 Lewin Trusts, 250; 
1 Perry Trusts, 241, 346; Benzein v. Lenoir, 16 N. C., 225. This seems 
to be conceded by counsel. It is not insisted that the trustee would have 
been prevented from suing because of any equitable estoppel against 
Mrs. King; but we will remark, that although it had appeared that her 
husband had represented that the conveyance was in proper form, and 
she had simply remained silent while he received the purchase-money, 
she would not have been estopped. Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 110. 
_ Neither would the consideration (other lands conveyed to her) have had 
this effect, whatever equitable remedy, if any, Mrs. Orrell might have 
had as to the land conveyed by her while it remained in the hands of 
Mrs. King. Scott v. Battle, 85 N. C., 184; Clayton v. Rose, supra. 

The estate of the trustee being barred, it is well settled that the cestuis | 
que trustent are barred also. This principle is admirably stated by 
Smith, C. J., in Clayton v. Cagle, 97 N. C., 301: “The annexation of 
_ trusts to the legal estate cannot arrest the operation of the rule, which, 
under the circumstances ripens an imperfect into a perfect title, since 
during all this period the defendant was exposed to the action of the true 
owner’—that is, the trustee—“and his negligence in bringing 
it tolls his entry and bars his action. The interest of the cestui (701) 
que trust is, as against strangers to the deed, under the protection 
of the trustee, and shares the fate that befalls the legal estate by his. 
inaction and indifference.” See also Herndon v. Pratt, 59 N. C., 327; 
Wellborn v. Finley, 52 N. C., 233; Clayton v. Rose and Swann v. Myers, 
Supra. | | | | | 

It is very earnestly insisted, however, that for the purpose of the 
trust it was unnecessary that the trustee should have taken any greater 
than a life estate, and therefore, the remaindermen should not be barred. 
The principle has very generally been applied in cases of devise, where it 
is held that there is more room for construction to ascertain and carry 
into effect the intention of the testator, and accordingly the estate of. 
the trustee has in some cases been enlarged, or restricted, to conform 
to the purposes of the trust. The rule, however, does not seem to be 
recognized in this State as applicable to limitations by deed. Evans v. 
King, 56 N. C., 387. But conceding to the fullest extent, for the pur- 
poses of the discussion, that in such cases the estate of the trustee will 
be “abridged or cut down” to a life estate where the statute of uses would 
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generally execute the ulterior limitations, or, as expressed by the « coun- 
sel, where the legal estate is unnecessary to subserve the purposes of the 
trust, we are, nevertheless, unable to see how it can avail the plaintiffs 
in this action. The land was purchased from a stranger for a valuable 
consideration, and the plain intention of the parties was that the entire 
legal and beneficial interest should pass out of the grantor. Although 
the plaintiffs may not have been in existence at the time of the execu- 
tion of the conveyance, the limitation could have been made by a deed | 
(operating under our statute of 1715 as a common law conveyance) 
directly to the wife for life, the inheritance during the contingency being 
either, as the old writers say, in abeyance or in nubibus (Coke Lit., 342) 
or, according to Mr. Fearne (Cont. Rem., 361) remaining i the 
(702) grantor until the ascertainment of the persons who are entitled 
to take. 
Under such a conveyance, however, the wife’s estate would have 
been subjected to the marital rights of the husband, and the contin- 
gent limitations over could have been -defeated by the destruction of 
the life estate. For the purpose, therefore, of securing her in the sole 
and separate enjoyment of her life estate, and presumedly to more 
effectually preserve the particular estate until the vesting of the re- 
mainders, the entire fee was conveyed to Wood and his heirs in trust 
for the purposes tleclared. Nothing remained in the grantor, and there | 
being a valuable consideration there could never have been a resulting 
‘trust in his favor. Brown v. James, 1 Atkins, 158; Perry on Trusts, 
158. In whom, then, was it necessary for the fee to vest? It could not 
be in the wife, because she took but a life estate; and it could not go to 
the children, even if in existence at the execution of the deed (and this 
does not appear) for it is well settled that if the use is contingent, the 
use is not in esse until the happening of the contingency upon which its 
vesting depends, and the statute will not execute it until then. Chud- 
leigh’s case, 1 Rep. 126; Sanders’ Uses, 110; 1 Sugden Powers, 41; 4 
Kent Com., 241; 1 Cruise’s Digest, 354. It will be observed that the 
- limitation over is not to the children of Mrs, King, “provided” they sur- 
vive her ‘(in which case they would have taken a vested remainder, sub- 
ject to have been divested afterwards by their death before that of their 
mother.) but it is to “any children she may leave surviving her.” Dur- 
ing her life there could be no one to fill the description, and it is, there- 
fore quite clear that the uses were contingent. ‘The fee, then, having 
passed out of the grantor, the wife taking but a life estate, and the 
children having but a contingent use, which could not be executed by 
the statute, it must follow that until the death of Mrs. King it was 
necessary that it should have abided in the trustee and his heirs, and 
this is precisely where it was placed by the express terms of the 
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In support of this conclusion, in reference to the facts of this particu- 
lar case, we reproduce the language of ‘Ruffin, C. J., in Battle v. Petway, 
27 N. C., 576. He says: “If the trust is not for a particular person 
only, but is limited over for other persons for whose protection the 
trustee’s legal estate is necessary or highly useful, it is plain that the 
duty of the trustee to those entitled in future requires him to retain an 
estate, and, therefore, the court would not decree him to convey it.” In 
our case it was not only useful, but, as we have seen, it was absolutely 
necessary that the fee should have abided in the trustee until the happen- 
ing of the contingencies mentioned. The legal fee, then, being in the 
trustee, and having been barred by his inaction, as well as that of the 
equitable life tenant, there remained no estate to feed the remainders 
when they vested in the plaintiffs upon the death of their mother, and 
they are, therefore, not entitled to recover. Herndon v. Pratt, supra, 
and the other cases cited. The case of Herndon 1s strongly in point for 
the defendant. There, in the words of the defendant’s counsel, the pur- 
poses of the trust were simply and purely to preserve the estate for the 
benefit of the contingent limitation to Mary Herndon and the others 
during the life of Robert and Julia, and, according to the contention of 
the counsel for plaintiff, it was only necessary that the trustees should 
take an estate for the lives of those two, and that the statute could only 
run against that life estate. But the court held that the plaintiffs were 
barred, and they treated the question as too clear.to admit of a doubt. 
If there had been anything in the point now raised by the counsel for 
plaintiffs, it certainly would not have escaped the attention of the 
eminent counsel who argued the case, or of the very able lawyer and 
distinguished jurist who delivered the opinion. Whatever opinion may 
be entertained by other courts, it 1s yet too well settled in this State to 
admit of argument that where the trustee is barred the cestuis 
que trustent in remainder, as well as those for life, are barred (704) 
also. Herndon v. Pratt, and Swann v. Myers, supra. 

Under the view we have taken of the law as settled by this Court, and 
its application to the present case, it is hardly necessary to review the 
authorities cited by the plaintiffs from other States. We will remark, 
however, that Hilis v. Fisher, 65 Am. Dec., 52, related to a trust created 
by devise, and the same is true of the quotation from Coulton v. Robin- 
son, 57 Am. Dec., 168, cited by counsel. In Nichol v. Walworth, 4 
Denio, 385, the estate of the trustee was but for life, and the decision is 
explained by Danforth, J., in Bennett v. Garlock, 79 N. Y., 302. In 
this latter case the doctrine as contended for by the plaintiffs was 
recognized as to deeds, but its application was denied because, as in the 
present case, it was necessary for the purposes of the trust that the 
trustee should take the fee. The passage cited from Perry on Trusts, 
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858, to the effect that the statutory bar ought not to run against the 
cestuis que trustent in remainder, is not sustained in the single case 
(Parker v. Hall, 2 Head., 641) cited in its support. The case only de- 
cides that the cesturs que trustent are not barred where the trustee estops 
himself from suing by selling the property, and thus “uniting with the 
purchaser in a breach of the trust.” “The Wrong,” says the Court, “ 
to the cestuis que trustent and not to the trustee,’ and “he could not 
sue or represent them.” It has never been insisted that the bar is effect- 
ive against the cestui que trust, except in cases where the trustee could 
have sued, as in this case, and failed to do so. 

For the reasons given, we are of the opinion that his Honor commit- 
ted no error in holding that the plaintiffs were barred and could not 
recover. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Culp v. Lee, 109 N. O., 679; Estes v. Jackson, 111 N. C., 150; 
Erwin v. Brooks, ib., 360; Overman v. Tate, 114 N. C., 574; Cross v. 
Craven, 120 N. C., 333; Deans ». Gay, 132 N. C., 230; Kirkman », Hol- 
land, 139 N. C., 188; Suiith v. Proctor, 1b., 825; Caenon v. Hicks, 141 
INC) 39: Cherie: Power Co., 142 N. G., 410; Webb v. Borden, 145 
N.C,, 197, 201; Sutton v. Fou 147 N. C., 17; Featherston v. Merr- 
mon, 148 N. C., 207; Carson v. Ins. Co., 161 N. C., 446; Hardware Co. 
v. Lewis, 178 N. C., 298, 


(705) 
WILLIAM GILCHRIST vy. D. W. MIDDLETON. 


Hjectment, Evidence in—Laches—Color of Title—T enant by the Cur- 
tesy—Entries and Grants—Executors and Administrators. 


1. Where the plaintiff offered a junior grant, issued upon a senior entry, for 
the purpose of showing title out of the State, and also testimony tending 
to show seven years continuous adverse possession under colorable title on 

the part of those through whom he claimed, and the defendant offered a 
grant of older date than that introduced by the plaintiff, issued upon a 
junior entry, but also offered mesne conveyances to connect himself with 
both the older and younger grants: Held, (1) that the plaintiff was not 
precluded from using either grant to show that the State did not contro- 
vert his title, in connection with proof of possession under colorable title 
by himself or those through whom he claimed; (2) that, no equities being 
set up in the pleadings, the older title is deemed paramount, and one who 
eonnects himself with it is considered the true owner; (3) that where two 
of five heirs at law, to whom the legal title had passed by conveyances 
and descent from the senior grantee, were sui juris during the seven years 
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when. the land was occupied by B., under whom the plaintiff claims, such 
heirs at law, and those claiming under them, could not avoid the conse- 
quences of their laches in failing to sue the trespasser, by showing that — 
during the period of such occupancy their rights to sue under the junior 
grant had not accrued; (4) that the junior grantee, and those claiming 
under. him, took but a bare right to bring an action to establish their 
equity, and until the legal title should be conveyed to them under a decree 
of court the junior title was available only as color; (5) whether the hus- 
band of one to whom the junior title had passed, by purchase or descent, 
held as tenant by the curtesy such an interest as was, Poe 1 March, 
1849, liable to sale under execution, quere. 


2. Where a grant was issued in 1847, the grant was not void upon its face, as 
was declared in the former appeal in this case; but the enterer had a 
right to call for a grant even forty-six years afterwards, provided the 
purchase-money was paid to the State before 31 December of the second 
year after the entry was made. 


3. The effect of the act of 1842 (chapter 35) was to revive an entry lapsed for 
want of payment of the purchase-money as of the date of the act, and, 
therefore, an entry made in 1801 would, when revived, be junior to one 
made in 1841. 


4. A resolution passed by the General Assembly in 1847, and reciting that the 
purchase-money for the land entered in 1801 had been paid in 1804, would 
not divest any right euired under the grant of 1842 issued upon the 
entry of 1841. 


5. After the lapse of so many years, and without actual notice that the pur- 
chase-money for the older entry had been paid, another might innocently 
enter and take out a grant for the land for his own benefit. 


. 6. The personal representative has no control over. the land of a decedent till 
he obtains license to sell in order to make assets, but a sale by the heirs 
or devisee within two years after the grant of letters of administration is 
declared, as against the creditor or personal representative, void. 


7. The provision was not intended to save the heir or devisee from the conse- 
quence of his own laches, or to deprive one who has been more diligent of 
a right Beau eo. under section 141 of The Code. 


Prtirion of defendant to rehear. | : (706) 


Burwell & Watker (by brief) for. petitioner. 
Frank McNeil and John D. Shaw (by brief) and George V . Strong 
contra. 


Avery, J. This was.a petition to rehear the case argued at the Feb- 
ruary Term, 1890 (107 N. C., 663). The application to rehear was 
allowed. ealy. as to the holding of the court that the grant to McFarland 
in 1847, under an entry made in 1801, was void upon its face, and as 
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to such exceptions as were not considered by the court by reason of the 
ruling that the grant mentioned could be collaterally attacked on that 
ground. 

The plaintiff offered a grant to Duncan McFarland, dated 13 Janu- 
ary, 1847, issued on an entry dated 4 July, 1801. The defendant offered 
a grant to Duncan McLaurin, dated 31 March, 1842, issued by virtue 

of an entry made in 1841. It is admitted that both of these 
(707) grants cover and include the land in controversy in this action. 
Looking only to the older grant to McLaurin as the source of. 
title, and leaving the junior grant out of view, it is admitted by both 
parties that whatever interest was acquired by the original grantee 
through several mesne conveyances to one John L. Fairly and descended 
upon his death to five children, three of whom were laboring under dis- 
ability, such that the statute did not run against them during the time 
when J. B. Buchanan held the possession of the land in controversy, 
and two of whom were under no disability during that period. ‘The 
plaintiff relied solely, after showing title out of the State by the McLau- 
rin grant, upon this possession of Buchanan under a deed for the prem- 
ises from one McKoy to him, dated 28 September, 1863. This alleged 
occupancy by. Buchanan eviendad over the period from the date of his 
deed in 1868 till the year 1879, when the interest of John L. Fairly was 
sold by his administrator and bought by one McLaurin. McLaurin 
conveyed it immediately to the defendant, Middleton, who claims that 
Fairly ‘could show a claim of title connecting him with both grants, 
being the deeds and evidence offered by the defendant. 

The legal, and presumably the equitable, estate in the land passed by 
the older. grant to McLaurin. His title could not, under the former. 
practice, have been successfully attacked or impeached in a court of 
law by McFarland. The claimant under a junior grant, but senior 
entry, if he would avoid the older patent, was compelled to resort to a 
Court of Equity and allege and prove that the prior grant was obtained 
by the grantee therein named with knowledge of the first entry. Plem- 
mons v. Fore, 37 N. ©., 312; Harris v. Hwing, 21 N. C., 369; Stanly v. 
| Biddle, 57 N. G. 383. 

(708) Where controversies have originated in such malities claims, 

it has sometimes happened that the grantee under the senior grant 
issued on the junior entry brought an action of ejectment against the 
grantee in possession, claiming under the junior grant and senior entry, 
and the latter, being unable to set up his equity as a defense in a court 
of law, filed a bill in the.Court of Equity, asking that the former be 
declared a trustee ordered to convey the legal estate, and that, pending - 
the investigation of his claim for such relief, the plaintiff, in the action. 
of ejectment, should be enjoined from further proceedings. In other 
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instances the junior grantee was evicted, and subsequently filed his bill. 
If in such suit the plaintiff succeeded in proving that the defendant 
had either actual or constructive notice of the older entry when he took 
out his grant, and that the older entry covered the same land embraced 
in it, then the court would declare the defendant a trustee for the plain- 
tiff and compel him to convey the legal title. But the burden was upon 
the claimant under the junior grant, then, as it 1s now, to establish this 
fraud in a direct proceeding, in which it must be distinctly alleged. 
Currie v. Gibson, 57 N. C., 25; Munroe v. McCormick, 41 N. C., 85 
Allen v. Gilreath, ib., 252. As there is no evidence to show that McLau- 
rin was ever declared a trustee and required to convey the legal title, 
the grant to McFarland could, in the most favorable view, be made 
available only as colorable title where continuous adverse possession 
was shown in those claiming under it for the statutory period. If it be 
conceded that the junior grant was valid upon its face, the only actual 
poseession of which there appears to have been any evidence’ was that | 
of Buchanan, the benefit of which inured to the plaintiff, if to any one, 
the title having been traced from Buchanan by mesne conveyances to 
the plaintiff, as is admitted. Buchanan occupied under the deed from 
McKoy to him, which covered the land in dispute, and which the judge 
— properly told the jury was colorable title. 

Jt was not error, in any aspect of the testimony, to instruct (709) 
the jury that if they should find that Buchanan held continuous 
adverse possession of the locus in guo for seven years, exclusive of the 
period when the statute of limitations was suspended (from 20 May, 
1861, to 1 January, 1870), the plaintiff was entitled to recover. 

The older grant is, in a strictly legal as distinguished from an equita- 
ble proceeding, paramount as evidence of title, and if it did convey the 
title out of the State, it 1s admitted by the plaintiff that such estate as 
passed by it was transmitted by mesne conveyances to John L. Fairly, 
and, on his death, descended to his five children. The plaintiff claims 
that he is entitled to recover two undivided fifths, and concedes the 
defendant’s right to three undivided fifths which descended to the three 
children of Fairly, who were under disability, passed by the adminis- 
trator’s deed to McLaurin, and was conveyed by McLanrin io the 
defendant. | | 

Only such interest as was acquired by the junior grantee, McFarland, 
descended to his heirs at law, and was transmitted by the mesne con- 
veyances offered, if all of them had been admitted to be valid, to the 
defendant. If McFarland’s prant was available only as color of title 
in a court of law, as against the old title, and gave him only a right of 
action in equity, those holding under him could acquire nothing more 
_ through a chain of conveyances and descents. 
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_ Let us suppose, for the sake of argument, that John G. Pearson became 
the husband of McFarland’s daughter, to whom whatever title McFar- 
land held under that grant descended before 1 March, 1849, and that 
John G. Pearson’s interest as tenant by the curtesy was regularly levied 
upon and sold by Buchanan, sheriff of Richmond County, and conveyed — 
to McCall, to whom the defendant traced his title. The defendant 
would thereby have shown a better title than that of plaintiff derived 
through the deed from MeKoy to Buchanan, and the possession of the 
latter under it. The plaintiff had not attempted to connect 
(710) himself by mesne conveyances with either of the grants. He 
| offered the younger grant to show title out of the State simply, 
and when the defendant introduced the senior grant he was not pre- 
cluded from saying that he did not dispute the fact that the title passed 
by the last mentioned grant, but, if it did, still the possession upon 
which he relied would vest the title in him as to two undivided fifths 
_of the land. The Code, sec. 141. But while it appears that the wife 
of Pearson died before April, 1852, leaving a son, who died in February, 
1872, the date of the marriage is not given in the statement of the case. 
We fer that he was married after 1 March, 1849, and if so, the | 
sheriff’s deed was void, and there would have been no error in the 
instruction in reference to it if the title had actually been in his wife. 
Avent v. Arrington, 105 N. C., 393; Rev. Code, ch. 56, sec. 1. 

It is manifest that in any “aspect of the evidence ‘the right of the 
plaintiff to recover two undivided fifths of the land in dispute depended 
upon the question whether he had shown continuous adverse possession 
under color of title on the part of Buchanan, through whom he claimed. 
The deed from McKoy to Buchanan was color of title, and the fact that 
the right of the heirs of Fairly, and those claiming under them, to 
bring an action, relying on the McFarland grant to establish title, did 
not accrue till Pearson died, in 1883, would not interfere with the 
right which the two heirs, who were sui juris, had on 1 J anuary, 1870, 
and for seven years thereafter, to evict Buchanan under the prima facie 
title shown by the defendant in this action by means of a series of 
mesne conveyances connecting him with the older grant to McLaurin. 
Having shown that the two heirs of Fairly had a right to recover under — 
that title, the defendant cannot avoid the consequences of their laches 
by saying that they could not then establish their right in equity to have 

the junior grant declared superior to the senior grant because of a 
(711) fraud, which is neither alleged nor proven, practiced by McLau- 
rin upon McFarland. If the plaintiff had exhibited a chain of 
title connecting himself with the McLaurin grant, such as the defendant 
has offered, instead of relying on proof of possession under color of 
title, the defendant would not in that event have been permitted, after; 
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setting up a strictly legal defense by denying the plaintiff’s title, and 
that his possession was tortious, to nonsuit the plaintiff because the two 
heirs of Fairly could not, during Buchanan’s occupancy, have instituted 

a suit in the nature of a bill in equity, and have tested their ability to. 
saseek and adduce such proof of fraud on the part of McLaurin as 
would have converted him into a trustee for McFarland. 

But the defendant. traces his claim under. both grants through Ferdi- 
nand McLeod. ‘The testimony offered by the defendant shows that- 
Duncan McCall, the purchaser of Pearson’s interest as life tenant under. 
the junior grant, conveyed it to Ferdinand McLeod on 24 September, | 
1857, and that on the same day Duncan McLaurin, the grantee named: 
in the senior grant, also conveyed all of his interest held under it to 
said McLeod, who subsequently, on 16 April, 1858, conveyed all of the 
_ title and interest acquired by the merger of the two interests to John L. 
Fairly. .The defendant also exhibited a series of mesne conveyances, 
showing a chain of title connecting him with a deed from John G. 
Pearson to Addison Stevens, executed on 17 April, 1875, after he had. 
inherited from his son, Tryon Pearson, whatever estate had descended | 
to his mother under the McFarland grant. If we admit that an action 
might have been brought by Tryon Pearson, and, after his death, by 
his father and heir at law, John G. Pearson, between 1 January, 1870, 
and 17 April, 1875, and by Stevens between the last named date and 
7 January, 1878; in which the burden would have been on them to show. 
that McLaurin practiced a fraud on McFarland in obtaining the grant, 
-still the title was vested absolutely under the senior grant in 
Fairly’s heirs, and in this action any person controverting the (7 12) 
rights of claimants by virtue of Buchanan’s possession must sub- 
mit to the consequences of the laches of the two who were, during a 
period, suit generis. 

If Buchanan occupied the land in dispute, cultivating a portion of it 
every year for seven years after 1 January, 1870, as the testimony. 
tended to show, under the McKoy deed, which émibraced it within its. 
boundaries, then, for the purpose of showing title out of the State, the 
plaintiff who claimed under Buchanan might offer himself or rely on, 
when introduced by the defendant, any or all grants from the State 
which included the locus in quo, for the purpose of showing title out of 
.the State and diminishing the statutory period requisite for the ma-. 
turity of his title from twenty-one to seven years. The plaintiff did 
not attempt to connect himself with either of the grants, nor was there 
any testimony tending to connect him by a chain of mesne conveyances 
with ‘any source of title in common with the defendant, and thereby 
throw around him the trammels of any rule of evidence that would 
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interfere with his right to avail himself of the oldest grant exhibited 
to prove that the State had no interest in the controversy. It being - 
conceded that both grants cover the area upon which, the trespass was 
shown, the defendant might elect to rely on the older and better title 
exhibited for the purpose mentioned, and when he coupled with it proof 
of color of title and continuous possession for seven years, he was 
entitled to recover, even though the defendant exhibited a chain of title 
connecting him with both grants, unless it had appeared that no right 
of action accrued to the defendant, or those through whom he claimed 
title, under the senior grant to McLaurin against Buchanan during his 
occupancy of the premises, but did accrue afterwards. 

As Pearson derived all of the right or title that he had through the 
younger grant, if we admit that McCall got by the sheriff’s deed what- 

ever interest Pearson .could claim as tenant by the curtesy, still 
(718) he acquired, as against those claiming under the senior grant, 

at best, but a bare right, which would not avail him or them as 
evidence of title in this action. _ 

It is not material whether the sherifi’s deed was utterly void or passed _ 
only a right. As it did not in any aspect of the evidence tend to estab- 
lish title in the defendant to the land in controversy, the defendant has 
no just ground of complaint, even if his Honor erred (which we do not 
admit) in telling the jury that the deed from Buchanan, sheriff, to 
McCall conveyed no title because of irregularities in the codon or 
execution, or because Pearson had but a bare right, not subject to sale 
under seecetion: or an estate by the curtesy, which the law prohibited. 
the sheriff from selling. 

It is unnecessary to review the authorities cited, or pass upon the 
point urged by the able counsel for the plaintiff on the argument, to wit, 
that John G. Pearson, as the husband of one claiming through the 
junior grant, a mere right in equity to compel the grantee under the 
older grant to convey, had no estate which is subject to sale under 
execution under section 450 of The Code. It is immaterial, too, for the 
‘purpose of disposing of this appeal, whether the sheriff was prohibited 
from selling such estate as Pearson claimed as tenant by the curtesy 
because he was married after 1 March, 1849, as the sale passed only 
such interest as he acquired through his wife, who, if living, would 
have had the same right of action for the fee. | 

Where a person, after having perfected the title by possession under 
a colorable deed, moves off the premises, he is not deemed to have aban- 
-doned his right by voluntarily leaving. The estate thus vested remains 
in him until it is aliened by him or those in privity with him, lawfully 
sold under judicial decree or process, or another divests it by adverse 
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possession subsequent to his departure. Wash. R. Bs p. 499; (714) 
Wood Lim., sec. 254; Avent v. Arrington, 105 N. C., 393; Manw- — 
facturing Co. v. Brocks: 106 N. C., 113. 

If Buchanan acquired title, Phere tore: it passed to the plaintiff 

through the mesne conveyances offered, mete ae ate the fact that 
Buchanan left after his title was matured, and the defendant entered 
and took possession. 
_ It is admitted that without actual possession on the part of defendant, 
or of those under whom he claims, the plaintiff’s title to two wed 
fifths would mature, and did mature, as against the perfect chain of 
title offered by the defendant to connect himself with the senior grant 
to McLaurin, unless for some reason the running of the statute of limita- 
tions was suspended as to all of the ‘heirs of Fairly, as well as the defend- 
ant, from 1 January, 1870, till the action was brought, in 1882. If the 
possession of Buchanan would have been sufficient against McLaurin, 
or those claiming under him and holding the legal and, presumably, the 
equitable title, to divest their estate and vest it in him, it would seem 
absurd to hold that the statute did not run in favor of Buchanan and 
for the ultimate benefit of the plaintiffs, because another grant has been 
exhibited which in this action could be used only as color of title, and 
which, at best, might furnish the basis of a claim to the equitable estate, 
possibly not susceptible of being established. 

If such were the law, the recovery of plaintiff in ejectment might be 
prevented by exhibiting a worse title when a better would not subserve 
the purpose. The position of the defendant involves the still more 
startling proposition that, though he acquired the estate that passed by 
the older grant to McLaurin by deed from W. H. McLaurin, dated 
18 March, 1879, and the interest of Tryon Pearson that descended 
under the younger grant was conveyed to him by McCall and wife on 
31 March, 1879, he will be permitted to prevail in an action raising - 
only the issues of title and possession, and drive the plaintiff to a non- 


suit because McFarland and others, through whom he connects himself 


with the junior grant, may have had the right in equity to de- 

mand a conveyance of the legal title from McLaurin and those (7 15) 
claiming under the older grant to him. 

_ It is manifest that the plaintiff’s right to recover two undivided fifths 
of the land depended solely upon the question whether Buchanan culti- 
vated any portion of the land in controversy for seven consecutive years 
between 1 January, 1870, and the date of the summons in this action, 
unless the defendant’s right of action had accrued by reason of the 
death of. John L. Fairly and the liability of his lands to be subjected 
for assets by his administrator. 


497 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 
GILCHRIST Vv, MIDDLETON 


It is familiar learning that the personal representative has no control 
over, or connection with, the land belonging to the decedent, unless and 
until he, under the statute (The Code, sec. 1436) apples for and obtains 
license to sell it in order to pay the debts and charges of administration. 
It was evidently the purpose of the framers of the statutes providing 
for. settlements by executors and administrators that they should be 
required to render their final accounts within two years after qualifica- 
tion, if possible. The Code, sec. 1488. For the benefit of the creditors 
only, and in harmony with that idea, all conveyances of real property 
of a decedent by a devisee or heir at law, made within two yea after 
the grant of letters to the personal representative, are declared “void as 
to creditors, executors, administrators, and collectors of such decedent,” 
but such Se ayovaneess when made more than two years from the grant 
of letters to bona fide purchasers for value and without notice, are “valid 
even as against creditors.’ The Code, sec. 1442. 

‘The evidence proposed was not only to allow the administrator to sell 
when necessary to satisfy the demands of creditors, but to restrain heirs 
and devisees, for a reasonable time, from disposing of the real property, 
and thereby depriving the creditors, who are represented by the executor 

or administrator, from making it available as assets. It will not 

(716) be so construed as to save the heir from the consequences of his 

own laches, or deprive one who has shown more diligence of the 

rights acquired by him under the express provision of another statute. 
The Code, sec. 141. | 

. Thus far we have conducted this discussion upon the idea that both 
grants were valid upon their faces, but that, both being exhibited, the 
title would be deemed to have passed by that first issued, until, by a 
direct proceeding, the older grant should be declared fraudulent as 
against the younger. But it is insisted that the court erred in holding 
that the grant to McFarland was void upon its face. It is true that 
the court did not advert to ‘the fact that the statute, then in force, in 
the year 1847, permitted one who entered land to take out his grant, 
provided he should pay the purchase-money to the State before the 
“thirty-first day of December, which should happen in the second year ~ 
thereafter,” but did not declare a grant void because it was issued or 
the survey was made after that time had elapsed. Rev. Stat., ch. 42, 
sec. 10; Krous v. Long, 41 N. C., 259; Stanly v. Biddle, 57 N. C., 383. 
The result would be, that while it is correct, as a principle, to hold that 
a grant which upon its face appears to have been issued in contraven- 
tion of law, is void, the particular grant to McFarland was not on its 
face invalid. 

Neither of the grants has come up with the record as an exhibit. 
~ Under the terms of Laws 1796, ch. 455, sec. 138 (2 Potter’s Rev., p. 807), 


498 


N.C] ~—”:«s&#FEBRUARY TERM, 1391 _ 


GILCHRIST v. MIDDLETON 


- a grant was not valid if taken out more than two years after the entry 
was made. This section was repealed by Laws 1804, ch. 651 (2 Potter’s 
Rey., p. 1010). At the same session of the General Assembly another 
act was passed which is substantially the same as The Code, sec. 2766; 
Laws 1804, ch. 759 (2 Potter’s Rev., 1149). 

So that, hoe a grant was issued in 1847 upon an entry made in 1801, 
it- was not upon its face void. If the purchase-money was paid to the 
State before 15 (now 31) December of the second year after the 
entry was made, the grant was valid under the statute then in (717) 
force. Krous v. Long, supra. 

McLaurin’s entry was made in 1841, and his grant was taken out 
in 1842. The first question suggested by the dates of the entries 
and grants is, whether the various acts extending the time for taking 
out patents affect the legal status of the claimants under them. Though 
Laws 1842, ch. 35, did not contain the saving clause in reference to 
junior entries, couched in the same terms as the other acts in relation 
to that subject, it was construed by the Court to mean the same thing. 
Buchanan v. Fitzgerald, 41 N.C., 121. In the case of Bryson v. Dobson, 
38 N. C., 188 (decided in 1843), the Court having previously declared 
that “against another subsisting entry, one that has lapsed is revived as 
of the date of the statute by which it is revived.” The only effect of 
the act of 1842, then, would be to make the rights of the parties the 
same as if the entry of McFarland had been made in 1842, on the day 
when the act was passed, thus making his entry (as well as his grant) 
junior, in contemplation of law, to that of McLaurin. 

But the defendant insists, in his petition to rehear, that this Court 
must take notice of a. resolution passed by the Genial Assembly on 
7 January, 1847 (Laws 1846-47, p. 381), while the plaintiff maintains 
that it 18s a private law and the courts cannot take notice of it unless it 
has been offered in evidence. Waiving all objection to its introduction 
and identity as authority for issuing the. McFarland grant, we would 
encounter insuperable difficulty in declaring it a superior title to the 
grant issued before the passage of the resolution. The legislative recital 
that the purchase-money was paid by McFarland in 1804 would not fix 
Duncan McFarland with notice. Indeed, he could not have been affected 
by such notice if it had been proven in an action for possession to which 
he was a party. Even if the resolution can be noticed by us, and 7 
we should go further and accept as true the statement that it (718) 
is referred to in the grant as the legislative. authority for issuing 
the grant, it will not be contended that, in the absence of a judicial 
declaration of fraud on McLaurin’s part, the Legislature had the power 
to divest out of McLaurin such title as had already vested in him under 
his grant in 1842 and transfer it to McFarland. Stanmire v. Taylor, 48 
N. C., 207; Stanmire v. Welch, ib., 214. 
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In Buchanan v. Fitzgerald, supra, Chief Justice Ruffin, delivering 
the opinion, said, in reference to the validity of a senior grant, taken 
out after the purchase-money had been paid by a junior grantee, who 
had an older entry, “certainly without notice of it (the payment), the 
defendant might innocently and justly enter the land and lay out his. 
money for it after a lapse of upwards of five years from the date of the 
entry and nearly three from that of the alleged payment of the money 
into the treasury, and, therefore, is entitled in consequence to hold it to 
his own use.” In that case the defendants had brought an action of 
ejectment against the plaintiffs, who were heirs at law of the claimant. 
under the junior grant and senior entry, and had evicted them, and 
after being ejected the plaintiffs had filed a bill asking to have the 
defendant declared a trustee, but had failed because there was “nothing 
in the case to affect the defendant with notice of” the payment of the 
purchase-money. In our case, about forty-three years intervened be- 
tween the payment of the purchase-money and the issuing of the grant, 
instead of five. A more marked distinction, however, arises out of the 
fact that, while no suit had ever been brought against Duncan McLaurin 
to fix him with notice of the entry and payment of the purchase-money 
and declare him a trustee, the defendant, under a general denial, in an 
- ordinary action for title and possession, asks the Court to declare that | 
| one of the grantees, through whom he claims, defrauded the other 
(719) through whom he claims also, and should be declared a trustee as 

to the land in controversy for his benefit. This relief is asked 
without a scintilla of evidence to fix McLaurin with actual or construc- 
tive notice of the entry or payment of the purchase-money by McFar- 
land, before his grant was issued, and for the purpose of transferring 
the legal title at this late date, in an action wherein no equity is alleged 
on the part of the junior grantee, McFarland, and those claiming under 
him, and then showing the statute of limitations did not run in favor 
of Buchanan as against that title, because Pearson’s life estate had not 
terminated when he occupied the premises. 

Only such exceptions of the defendant as the court did not sigelie: 
on the former hearing, because of the holding that the McFarland grant 
was void upon its face, are open for discussion upon the rehearing. 

All of these fall within the principles we have announced, and are 
disposed of, whether specifically mentioned or not, since we have sus- 
tained the court below in leaving only the question of possession to the 
jury, on the ground that if it were admitted that the defendant could 
trace his title to both the grants offered, the plaintiff, in view of the 
other admitted facts, was entitled to recover two undivided fifths of the 
land if Buchanan cultivated the land for seven years when the statute 
was running as to the two heirs of dake moe were not under Jegal 
disability. - 500. 
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For the reasons stated, we hold that if it were error to tell the jury 
that the sheriif’s deed for Pearson’s interest was void, that error was 
harmless, and no other material error was shown. 

Petition dismissed. 


Cited: Kis Munday, 112 N. C., 827, 830; Carson v. Carson, 122 
N. C., 647; Ritchie v. Fowler, 1382 N. C., 790; Berry v. Lumber Co., 141 
N. C., 393; Dew v. Pyke, 145 N. C., 305; Rice: Denton, 150 N. C., 
726; Anderson v. eae 159 N. C., 409. 


(720) 
W. H. THOMAS, BY HIs GUARDIAN, v. E. R. HUNSUCKER ET AL. 


EH jectment—Title in Third Persons—Possession—I enant—Case on Ap- 
' peal — Sheriff's Deeds Void — Insanity — Judgment — Execution — 
Irregularitres. 3 


1. A defendant in an action of ejectment need not connect himself with an out- 
standing title in third persons, except in cases where both parties claim 
from the same source: and not even is exception made in this case where 
the plaintiff has been divested of such title. 


2. When a defendant in ejectment has entered possession as plaintiff’s tenant, 
he may resist recovery by showing that plaintiff has been divested of the 
title, and still more has he this privilege where no such relation exists. 


8. When the case states that the defendant offered no testimony identifying 
the land, but. does not purport to set out the testimony in full, and the 
ruling of the court seems to assume its existence, this Court cannot say 
that it does not exist. 


4. A deed of a sheriff is not void because the defendant in execution was 
insane at the time of the judgment and sale thereunder—it is only void- 
able. 


5. The purchaser at a sale under execution gets a good Lae though the judg- 
ment upon which the execution was issued is subsequently set aside for 


irregularity therein; and the same principle applies to irregularity in the |. 


execution. Such irregularities cannot be guestioned in an aetion against 
oven purchaser unless the plaintiif is purchaser under his own judgment. 


Recon removed from Cweroxer and tried at Fall Term, 1888, of 
Cuay, before Boykin, J., for the recovery of a tract of land. 

~The plaintiff claimed title through one A. H. Killian, and offered in 
| support of it a warrant of survey to Kilhan from the State; a plat and 
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certificate of survey made in pursuance of an order of court in 1843; 
a deed from Killian to one Felix Axley, dated 14 June, 1845, and parol 
evidence to identify it, which was objected to by the detandant: a grant, 

of date 4 November, 1845, from the State to Killian, wiiok was 
(721) admitted to embrace the and referred to in the warrant of sur- 

vey and certificate. The defendant excepted to its admission, for 
that it was void for want of authority to issue it. A deed from Felix | 
Axley to plaintiff, to which defendant also objected because of a defect 
in the probate. | 

Tt was admitted that the land of which defendants were in possession 
was that conveyed in the grant. There was evidence of possession, cul- 
tivation and improvement thereof by the plaintiff through his tenants. 
There was conflicting evidence to show the identity of the land described 
in the grant and the deed to Axley. 

The defendant claimed title under A. H. Killian, and introduced a 
grant to him from the State, and a deed from him to EK. R. Hunsucker, 
defendant, conveying his interest in the same, dated 10 March, 1894; a 
deed from C. C. Vest, sheriff, to Wilham Johnston, dated 4 August, 1869. | 
The judgment docket showed the entry of a judgment against W. H. 
Thomas in favor of one William Johnston for a considerable amount, 
but the judgment roll and the execution under which the sheriff (Vest) 

sold could not be found. 

There was evidence tending to show that W. H. Thomas was insane 
at the time of the sale and conveyance by the sheriff. The defendant 
offered no evidence to identify the land described in this conveyance. 
There was conflicting evidence upon the question whether there was 
more than one tract known as the Killian donation land. a 

There was no other evidence tending to connect the defendant with 
any title the said William c ohnston may have acquired under the 
sheriff’s deed. 

When the argument began, the court informed defendant’s counsel 
that they would not be permitted to argue the effect of the existence of 
such outstanding title to defeat the plaintiff’s claim, as thé plaintiff and 
defendant claimed under the same grantee of the State, A. H. Killian. 

The defendant excepted. 
(722) The defendant’s counsel requested the court to charge as fol- 
lows: 

1. That the trust deed from Killian to Axley is void for the want of 
a sufficient description to pass the land attempted to be conveyed thereby, 
and that the possession under it would not be adverse to the true title. 

2. That no entry or grant having been shown for any lands on Hang- 
ing Dog or Grape Creek, the title has not been shown to be out of 
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3. That the deed made by Felix Axley to W. H. Thomas by the 
authority of the trust deed to him does not in law have force to convey 
to said Thomas any land not authorized in said trust deed. | 

4. That the judgment, execution, and the deed of Vest, sheriff, ete., 
to Johnston, conveys the title of said Johnston to the land aA suit. 

The first prayer for instruction was refused, as there was no evidence 
tending to identify the land conveyed in said deed. 

The second was refused for a similar reason. 

The third was given. 

The fourth was refused on the ground that the defendant could not 
show title out of the plaintiff without connecting himself with it, both 
claiming under the same grantee. The defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff. Motion for a 
new trial was refused, and defendant E. R. Hunsucker appealed. 


J. B. Batchelor, John Devereux, Jr., and EB. C. Smith for plaintiff. 
J. W. Cooper and T. F. Davidson for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, J. We think there was error in refusing to give the fourth 
instruction, on the ground that the defendant could not show title out 
of the plaintifi without connecting himself with such outstanding © | 
title. ‘T’his is a correct principle of law, but is applicable only (728) 
where the defendant seeks to attack a title under which both 
himself and the plaintiff claim. Love v. Gates, 20 N. C., 498; Gilliam 
v. Bird, 30 N. C., 280; Christenbury v. King, 85 N. C., 230; "Ryan v. 


Martin, 91 N.C, "464. 


It is true that i in our case both parties claim under Killian, but the 
defendant, under the instruction asked, does not propose to impeach 
Killian’s title, but contends that, although the plaintiff may have 
derived title from him, it has Been divested by sale under execution, 
and, therefore, he is not entitled to recover. 

In ejectment the plaintiff must recover upon the strength of his own 
title, and it is always competent for the defendant to show title ott of 
ia where this can: be done without encountering the rule of practice 
commonly called estoppel. Clegg v. Fields, 52 N. C., 37.. Even had the 
. defendant entered as the tenant of the plaintiff, he could have shown 
that the title of the latter had been divested by a sale under. execution, 
and thus have resisted a recovery. Lancashire v. Mason, 75 N. C., 455. 
A fortiort, can this be done where no such relation exists. 

It is urged, however, that the error is harmless, because there appears 
to have been no testimony identifying the. land i in question with that 
described in the sheriff’s deed. The case states that the defendant 
offered no such testimony, but as it does not. purport to set out the 
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evidence in full, and as the ruling of his Honor seems to assume the 
existence of such testimony (possibly disclosed by the plaintifi’s wit- 
nesses), we do not feel warranted in saying that the error was not 
prejudicial to the defendant; and especially is this so when the point 
does not seem to have been Prac upon the trial. below. Jt is further 
contended that the plaintiff’s deed is void because of the insanity of 
the plaintiff when the judgment was rendered and at the time 
(724) of the sale under execution. 
: The authorities seem to be in entire eaneed in holding that. 
such a judgment is voidable only. 1 Black Judgments, 205; Freeman 
Judgments, 142; Freeman Executions, 22. See also Wood v. Watson, 
107 N. C., 52. : 

It is also well settled that “whatever irregularity thee may be mm a 
judgment, if it be an act of a court of competent jurisdiction, unreversed 
and in force when a sale is made by execution under it, the purchaser at 
such sale is safe, even though the judgment be subsequently reversed or 
set aside. The same principle applies to an error in the execution, the 
regularity of which cannot be questioned in an action against a pur- 
chaser at a sherifi’s sale.” See cases in Battle’s Digest, 559; 6th Digest, 
264, and 7th Digest, 279. 

Tt} is true that where the wet in the judgment is the purchaser, 
the sale may be set aside on the ground of irregularity, but unless this 
is done the title passes and cannot be noe collaterally. Benners v. — 
Rhinehart, 107 N. C., 705. : ‘ 

For these reasons, we think, there should be a new trial. 

Error. | : 


Cited: Chamblee v. Broughton, 120 N. C., 176; Craddock v. Renee: 
177 N. C., 127. : | 


JOHN R. TAYLOR et At, v. G. T. SIKES. 
Husband and Wife—Choses in Action—Banks—Deposits. 


1. At common law a husband may, as between himself and his wife, treat 
the wife’s choses in action as his property or constitute himself, in re- 
spect to them, a trustee for her benefit. ; 


2. It he can do this, he may also unite with her in their disposition, and, 
where this has been actually done, the proceeds cannot be recovered back 
by either of them. 
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Action tried at the N pene: Term, 1890, of Geng be- (725) 
fore MacRae, J. | 
A jury trial was waived by consent, and the facts were found by the 


— court. 


This action was for the recovery of money had and* pascal (as al 
leged) by the defendant to the use of the plaintiffs. 

The following are the facts found: | | 

The defendant is the administrator upon the estate of Mrs. Catherine 
White, who, at the time of her death, resided with the defendant and his 
- wife, the daughter of deceased, in the county of Granville in this 
State. Deceased had lived in Baltimore prior to 1888, and had then 
moved to Philadelphia, where she resided until within a month before 
her death, when she moved to North Carolina and went to live with defend- 
ant. While living in Baltimore the three daughters of the deceased lived 
with her. One of them was the plaintiff, Elizabeth, since then married 
to the plaintiff, John R. Taylor. Elizabeth attended to the business of 
her mother when in Baltimore—not to the exclusion of her sisters, but 
helped them in assisting their mother. She was of age and married be- 
fore leaving Baltimore. After the death of Mrs. Catherine White, the 
defendant G. Sikes, who administered upon her estate, found upon her 
- person a pass-book of account of deposits with the Eutaw Savings Bank 
of Baltimore, showing a balance due to the depositor 1 February, 1889, . 
of $1,365.75. 


The account in said book was opened as follows: 


No. 51,418. 


yee White afd Elizabeth M. White and the survivor of them, 
subject to the order of either. 

The account book was opened by, and pass-book to the same was is- 
sued to Catherine White, and none of the money was paid out by the 
bank to any one, besides Catherine White in her lifetime, and 
G. T. Sikes after her death. (726) 

‘The defendant, as administrator of Mrs. Catherine White, pre- 
sented the pass-book and letters of administration at the bank and de- 
manded payment of the balance. This was declined unless he would 
produce. an order from Elizabeth M. White, who was now married to 
the plaintiff John R. Taylor, and he was furnished at the bank an order 
to be signed by the said Elizabeth, which he carried to said Elizabeth, 
and in the presence of her husband made known to them both the facts 
above stated, and showed them the order and requested her to sign it. 
Her husband remarked : “I had no idea the old lady had more than $300 
or $400 in all,” and handed the order back to his wife, and she was in 
the act of signing it when he said: “Lizzie, hold on a minute. As the 
matter now stands, you are about to sign away what is your own, but 

DOD | 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


TAYLOR v. SIKES 


V4 


when you sign the order, it becomes part of the estate.” She replied: 
“Not so; I lay no claim to the money; I know it is not mine; 7 know 
how my ‘mother put it in bank, and it was not intended for me.” She 
thereupon signed the order without further objection on the part of her 
husband, and gave it to defendant, who drew the money and brought it to 
North Carolina and holds the same as administrator of his intestate. 

The following is a copy of the order signed by the feme ae both - 
maiden and married name, and referred to above: 


Puinapetpuia, 30 January, 1889. 
Hutaw Savings Bank ae Baltimore: 
Pay to the order of Ginnada T. Sikes, administrator of Catherine 
White, $1,332.50, with interest, and charge Book No. 51,418. 
| Exvzanern M. Wuirte, 
Papers filed. | ELizaBETH M. Tavron 


(727) ‘Two objections and erecnaeas were taken by plaintiffs to ques- 
- tions and answers in the deposition of -defendant. 

The defendant was examined as a witness in his own behalf, and, in 
the course of his testimony, stated that Mrs. Catherine White had six 
children at the time of her death. Her three daughters, Anna, Maggie 
-and Elizabeth M., lived with her in Baltimore. They were all grown. 
Elizabeth was the youngest. Before they left Baltimore she was of age; 
not when they went there. Witness knows Elizabeth lived with her and 
attended to her business in Baltimore—not absolutely and individually | 
to the exclusion of the other girls. She helped {hem » when they were 
there. 

All of the foregoing was objected to by plaintifs. een: over- 
ruled, and defendant excepted. 

Defendant further testified that he carried the pues hook: also authen- 
ticated letters of administration. The letters were not authenticated at 
first, and the bank officer told witness it would be necessary to have them 
authenticated, and witness came back to North Carolina and had them 
authenticated. When witness presented the pass-book and authenticated 
letters, they told him the letters were all right, but it would be necessary 
- for witness to have an order from Elizabeth White, and gave him a 

blank filled up ready for her signature, and asked him if she was mar- 
ried. Witness told them yes, and they said to have her sign her maiden 
- name and her married name. 

All the foregoing was objected to by plaintiffs. Objection overruled, 
and defendant excepted. 

_ Witness took the order avd banied it to Elizabeth Taylor, who had 
been Elizabeth White (in Philadelphia), and was now married. 
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Plaintiffs objected to any conversation between the witness and Mrs. 
Taylor, because, she being married, the property passed to her husband. 
Objection overruled, and plaintiffs excepted. 

The witness then related the circumstances under which the (728) 
feme plaintiff signed the order and gave it to him in the presence 
of her husband, and the conversation which Hee place, all of which is 
detailed in the facts found. 

Plaintiffs again objected and excepted. 

Upon the testimony as set out in the findings of fact, the presiding 
judge being of the opinion that, by the admissions of ie feme plaintiff 
in the presence of and not eenteadioied by her husband and coplaintiff, 
the money on deposit. in the bank in Baltimore belonged to the estate 
of the defendant’s intestate, and an order for the same was given by said 
feme plaintiff to defendant, as administrator of the intestate, for the 
same and that the plaintiffs were not entitled to recover. No claim was 
made against the defendant as administrator for her share of said fund 
by the feme plaintiff in this action. 

Judgment was rendered in favor of the defendant, and against the 
plaintiff for costs, from which judgment the plaintiffs appealed. 


L. CO. Edwards and J. B. Batchelor for plainivff. 
M. V. Lamer and R. H. Battle for defendant. 


' Suxpnerp, J. Conceding that this case is governed by the laws of 
Maryland, and assuming, as we must do, in the absence of proof to the 
contrary, that the common law prevails in that State, we are, neverthe- 
less, unable to see how the plaintiff can recover. 

The finding of the judge is a little obscure as to whether the feme 
plaintiff had any interest in the money on deposit in the bank. His 
Honor might very well have found, upon her declaration made in the 
- presence of the husband, together with the other circumstances in evi- . 
dence, that she did not own any part of the said fund, and we are in- 
clined to think that the case upon appeal is susceptible of the construc- 
tion that such was his conclusion as a matter of fact. 

Putting this aside, however, and granting the husband’s aot (729) 
to the money jure mariis, it is wll settled, that instead of exer- 

cising his right to the fund, he could have treated it as the wife’s, and 
~ constituted himself a trustee in respect to it for her benefit. See Beam v. 
Bridgers, ante, 276, and the cases there cited. 

If he could have’ ‘done this he could surely have united with her in its 
disposition, and this he substantially did by permitting her to relinquish 
her apparent right to it. 
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The agreement has been executed, and we can see nothing in the case 
which entitles either of the plaintiffs to recever back the money which 
they have voluntarily paid to the defendant. | 

The exceptions as to the admissibility of testimony were not pressed 
in this Court, and we need not consider them. 


Affirmed. | 


Cited: Walton v. Bristol, 125 N. C., 424, 425. 


i a er 


(730) 
JACOB WOOL v. Wma. L. SAUNDERS, SrcRETAsRY OF STATE. 


Entries and Grants_Surveys—Warrants—Vacant Lands—Secretary of 
State—Code—Power of Court to Compel Issuance of Warrant—Con- 
denotes UV OTpOrane Towns—Hvidence—N avigable Water. 


1. The Secretary of State, upon application to him for a grant of act lands 
belonging to the State, has no right to receive and act upon testimony 
outside of the paper filed by the claimant. 


2. Where the claimant has complied with the law, and it appears from the 
warrant and survey that the entry taker and surveyor have discharged 
their duties, the secretary must issue the grant, and has no discretion in 
the matter. . 


8. The trial of questions arising thereon is left to the courts. 


4. A grant irregularly issued is voidable; if issued for land not subject to 
entry, it is void. ; 


5. The secretary may refuse to issue a grant when, upon the face of the war- 
rant and survey, it clearly appears that the land is not subject to entry, 
or is subject to entry only upon conditions which are not shown to exist; 
and no court can compel him to issue such grant. 


6. It appeared in a copy of the entry that the land entered “was covered by 
water in front of Jacob Wool’s wood-yard wharf in the town of Edenton, 
running out from the foot of said wharf south between lines parallel and 
distant one from the other sixty-four and one-half feet so far as the chan- 
nel, a distance of one hundred and forty-five feet, containing ... acre’: 
Held, (1) that this description shows that the land is covered by navi- 
gable water, and in front of an incorporated town; (2) such land is not 
the subject of entry except under the provisions prescribed in The Code, 
section 2751, one of which is that the town corporation shall regulate the 
line on deep water to which entries may be made; (3) until the town. 
authorities act the land is not subject to entry. 
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 %. When it sufficiently appeared from the face of the papers presented by the 
claimant that the town authorities have designated the line on deep water 
to which the entry could be made, and that the boundaries indicated are 
in conformity therewith, the Secretary of State could issue the warrant. 


AppraL from Boykin, J., at chambers. 7 
The undersigned, parties to a question in difference, which might be 
the subject of a civil action, agree upon the following statement of facts 


upon which the controversy depends, and submit the same to the judge — | 


of the Superior Court of Waxer which would have jurisdiction if an | 
action had been brought : 

1. The plaintiff 1s a citizen of North Carolina, residing in Chowan 
County, and the defendant is the Secretary of State of North Carolina. 

2. That on 17 April, 1890, the plaintiff filed in the office of the de- 
-fendant, in the city of Raleigh, certain entries of land and certificates, 
plats, etc., copies of which are hereto attached, and upon them demanded 
of the defendant that he issue to plaintiff grants for the lands described 
in said entries, according to law. . 

3. That the defendant, on or about 3 April, received from M. F. (731) 
and H. A. Bond, Jr., a certdin communication, a copy whereof 
is hereto attached, and also ‘copies of certain extracts from the proceed- 
ings of the board of councilmen of the town of Edenton, copies of which 
are hereto attached, and thereupon his note to plaintiff, a copy of which 
letter is hereto attached. 

4, That the defendant refused, and still refuses, to issue to the plain- 
tiff grants for the lands described in said entries. 

Upon the foregoing statement of facts, the following question is sub- _ 
mitted to the. court: 

Is it the duty of the defendant to issue the grants demanded by the 
plaintiff ?. 

If the court shall be of opinion that it is the duty of the defendant to 
issue the grants demanded by the plaintiff, then judgment is to be en- 
tered in favor of the plaintiff, requiring the defendant to issue the said 

grants, and for the costs of the action. 
If the court shall be of opinion that it is not the duty of the defendant 
to issue the said grants, then judgment is to be entered in favor of the 
defendant, and against the plaintiff for costs, 


To the Entry Taker of Chowan County: 

The undersigned, Jacob Wool, a resident of Chowan County and a 
citizen of the State of North Carolina, makes an entry of the following | 
described and unappropriated lands to such marks and lines on deep 
water and at tle channel as may have been heretofore indicated by the 
board of councilmen of the town of Edenton: In front of said Wool’s, 
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John M. Jones’s lot, bounded on the north by Blount Street, on the east 
by lot No. 187, south by the creek and arm of Edenton Bay, and on the 
west by lot of D. W. Roper, containing .... acre, more or less, 
(732) to wit, the lands covered by water in front of the lands of said 
Wool above described, running south out from the said front of said. 
Wool’s lot to deep water at the channel in lines parallel and confined to 
straight lines, including only the said water-front, and the lands covered 
by water within the said lines to deep water at the channel. 
This entry is made for the purpose of erecting a wharf, and other 
purposes incident thereto. 
Witness his the said Jacob Wool’s hand and seal, this 7 April, 1890. 
hie 
Jacos X. Woor. [Seal. | 


Witness: Wm. J. Leary, Jr. mark 


’ 


REPORT OF SURVEYOR, 


I, Patrick Matthews, a surveyor, appointed special surveyor on 7 
April, 1890, by the board of commissioners of Chowan County, to survey 
the lands covered by the entry of Jacob Wool, No. 38, entered on 7 April, 
1890, do hereby certify that in obedience to the warrant of survey, did, 
on the 10th day of April, 1890, after duly administering to the chain- 
carriers the following oath, to wit: “That we, and each of us, do solemnly 
swear that we will measure justly and truly the lands which are about to 
be measured and deliver a true account of the same to the surveyor, the 
said Patrick Matthews, and otherwise to perform our duties as said 
chain-carriers according to law: so help us God,” proceed to make the 
said survey of said lands and water-front covered by the entry No. 38 
of said Jacob Wool, and did, according to law, survey the said land and 
water-front so entered. two plats of which, showing the beginning, angles, 
ete., etc., are hereto attached, bounded. and described as follows, to wit, 

the land covered by water in front of Jacob Wool’s lot on Blount 
(733) Street, in the town of Edenton, county of Chowan, and State of 

North Carolina, bounded on the north by the said Blount Street, 
east by the ice-house lot of H. A. Bond, south by creek, and on the west 
by the Page or D. W. Roper lot; beginning at “A” on the plat on the 
Roper line, thence with high-water mark to “B” in the line of the 1ce- 
house lot, thence south 17 1-2 west 325 feet to point “C” in the plat, 
thence with the line of deep water to point “D” in the plat, thence north 
17 1-2 east 240 feet to the beginning, containing 74 yards. 

In witness of which I, Patrick Matthews, special surveyor, have 
hereunto set my hand and seal, this 14 April, 1890. 

Par. Marriews, [ Seal. ] 
510 Special Surveyor. 
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To the ees Taker of bien County: 

The undersigned, Jacob Wool, a resident of Chowan County and a 
citizen of North. Carolina, nies an entry of the following described 
vacant and unappropriated land, to wit: 

The land covered by water in Pane of Jacob Wool’s woodyard wharf 
in the town of Edenton, running out from the foot of said wharf south 
between lines parallel and distant one from the other sixty-four and one- _ 
half feet, so far.as the channel, a distance of one hundred a | 
feet, containing . . acre, | 

This entry is ade for the PuNper of erecting a wharf, and other pur- 
poses incident thereto. 

_ Witness his hand and seal, this 1 April, 1890. 


his 
Jacos X. Woot. [ Seal. | 
mark 
‘Witness: Wu. J. Leary, JR. 
EPORT OF SURVEYOR, _ (734) 


' T, Patrick Matthews, a suryeyor, appointed on 7 April, 1890, by the 
beard of commissioners of Chowan County to survey the lands covered 
by the entry of Jacob Wool, No. 39, entered on 7 April, 1890, after duly 
administering to the ieee the following oath, to wit: “That 
we, and each of us, do solemnly swear that we will measuxe justly and 
truly the lands which are about to be surveyed, and deliver a true ac- 
count of the same to the surveyor, said Patrick Matthews, and otherwise 
to perform our duties as said chain-carriers according to law: so help us, 
God,” proceeded to make the survey of said land and water-front covered 
by the entry (No. 39) of said Jacob Wool, and did, according to law, 
survey the said land and water-front so entered, two plats of which, 
showing the beginning, angles, etc., are hereto attached, bounded and 
described as follows, to wit: The land covered by water in front of 
Jacob Wool’s wood-yard lot, in the town of Edenton, county of Chowan, 
and State of North Carolina, adjoining the lot of E. MI. W. Moon, M. H. 
Dixon and others, beginning at point “A” on the plat; thence S. 74 1-2 
Ei. 64 feet, 3. inches, to point “B” on the plat; thence 8S. 8 W. 145 feet 
to “CO”; thence N. 74 1-2 W. 64 feet, 3 inches; thence N. 8 EK. 145 feet 
to the bopintine: containing 74 polés. 

_ In witness whereof, I, Patrick Matthews, special surveyor as afore- 
said, have hereunto set my hand and seal, this 14 April, 1890. 
_ Par, Matruzws, [Seal.} 


Special Surveyor. 
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JUDGMENT. 


This controversy, submitted without action, coming on to be tried 
this 24 October, 1890, upon the statement of facts agreed, after consid- — 
eration of the same, it is ordered and adjudged that the defend- 
(735) ant Willtam L. Saunders, Secretary of State, cause to be duly 
| issued to the plaintiff the grants for the real estate described in 
the pleadings, aeonne to law, and that a writ of mandamus issue ac- 
cor dingly. 
It is further adjudged that the plaintiff recover of the defendant the 
costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk. 


CO. M. Busbee for plaintiff. 
Theo. £. Danideon, Attorney-General, for defendant 


Surepnerp, J. Two questions must be determined before we enter 
upon the consideration of the facts of this particular case. 

1. Whether the Secretary of State has a right to receive and act upon 
testimony outside of the papers filed by a claimant for the purpose of 
obtaining a grant for vacant and a land belonging to the 
State? 

We are of the opinion that the question must be answered in the nega- 
tive. The law has carefully prescribed how vacant lands may be entered 
and in what.cases the Secretary of State may issue grants. Chapter 17, 
vol. 2 of The Code. The entry takers and surveyors of the several 
counties are sworn officers charged with important duties in respect to 
the subject, and if it appears from the warrant and survey that they 
have discharged these duties, and if the claimant has in all other re- 
spects complied with the law, the Secretary has no discretion and must 
issue the grant. To permit or require the Secretary to go behind the 
prima facie right of the claimant and determine whether the land is sub- . 
ject to entry, would necessarily involve an inquiry into the legal: or 
equitable rights of other parties claiming under prior entries or grants, 
or by adverse possession, and thus a new tribunal, unknown to the Con 
stitution and laws, would be erected for the investigation of titles to real 

estate, the practical workings of which would be productive of 

(736) inestimable conflict, uncertainty and confusion. | 

The trial of such questions is wisely left to the courts after the 

grant is issued, the grant being yoidable if irregularly issued, and void if 

the land is not subject to entry. Strother v. Cathey, 5 N. C., 102; Har- 

shaw v. Taylor, 48 N. C., 514; 8S. v. Bevers, 86 N. C., 591; Brem v. 
Houck, 101 N. C., oat 
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2. The second question is, whether the Secretary of State may refuse 
fo issue a grant when upon the face of the claimant’s papers (that 1s, 
the warrant and survey) it clearly appears that the land is not subject 

to entry, or subject to entry only upon certain conditions which are not 
shown to exist. | : 

The power of the Secretary as ‘to issuing grants is a limited ‘one, and 
extends only to those lands which:by statute are subject to entry. When, 
therefore, he issues a grant of lands which are not subject to entry, the 
grant is cal in a court of law because he has exceeded the authority 
delegated to him, and his act has no more validity than that of any 
private citizen. Strother v. Cathey, supra. 

This being so, it would seem exceedingly plain that no ‘court ought to 
compel him to perform such an unauthorized act where the want of a au- 
thority appears upon the face of the claimant’s papers. 

3. The application of these principles to the case before us is free 
from difficulty. 

Excluding from our view, for the foregoing reasons, the communi- 
cation of Mr. Bond and its accompanying exhibits, and ‘looking only at 
the papers of the claimant, we find, upon an examination of entry No. 
39, that the land described is covered by navigable water and in front 
of an incorporated town. Such land is not the subject of entry except 
under the conditions prescribed in The Code, sec. 2751 (subsection 1),_ 
one of which is that “the town corporation shall regulate the line _ 
on deep water to which entries may be made.” It seems to be con- (737) 
ceded (and we think very properly) that until the town authorities 
have acted, the land is not the subject of entry. The language of the 
statute clearly implies this, and there are obvious reasons why it should 
be so. If, as suggested, the town authorities refuse to act, the courts may 
compel them to discharge their duty in this respect, and in no event 
can our construction result in one party’s getting an undue priority over. 
the other by any possible collusion with the town authorities, since only 
one person (the owner of the adjacent land) has a right to make such 
an entry. 

It affirmatively appearing, then, that the land is covered by water in 
front of an incorporated town, and such land not being subject to entry © 
until the town authorities have acted, and this not being shown, we are 
of the opinion that the Secretary of State had a right to decline issuing 
a grant for the same. 

‘As to entry No. 38, we think it sufficiently appears from the face of 
the papers presented by the claimant that the town authorities had desig- 
nated the line on deep water to which the entry could be made, and that — 
the boundaries indicated are in. conformity therewith. We conclude, 
therefore, that as to this entry a grant should be issued by the Secretary. 
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It has been suggested that, although upon the face of the papers the 
claimant has a right to have a grant issued, and although the Secretary 
cannot consider the communication of Mr. Bond and its exhibits, still, 
the court being possessed of this information, we should not require the 
defendant to do a vain thing. To this it may be answered that the court 
cannot act upon such information, as it may be incorrect or susceptible 
of explanation, and the claimant ought not to be precluded in this “short- 
hand” way of asserting his alleged rights in “a due and orderly course of 
procedure.” 

The judgment must be modified to conform to this opinion. 


(738) Avery, J., dissenting: I do not concur aaaine opinion of the 

Court. I do not think that the Secretary. of State “had a right to 
decline issuing” either of the grants applied for by the plaintiff. On 
the contrary, he is a mere ministerial officer, acting under the positive - 
mandate of the law that he “shall make our grants for all surveys re- 
turned to his office, which grants shall be authenticated by the Governor, 
countersigned by the Secretary, and recorded in his office.” The Code, 
sec. 2779. The same section provides further, that “no. grant shall issue 
upon any survey unless the same be signed by the surveyor of the county.” 
The requirement that he shall make out and deliver the patent upon 
every warrant and survey authenticated by the Governor is mandatory. 
The implication arising out of this command of the law (subject to but 
a single limitation) is, that the certificate of the surveyor (and nothing 
short of that) is to be considered by the Secretary as simple evidence, 
not only of the number of acres embraced within the boundaries, but of 
the proper and lawful location of the land. A surveyor is required to give 
bond conditioned for the faithful discharge of his duties, and when he 
his been inducted into office the law presumes that he has a knowledge 
of the art of surveying. Lawson Pres. Ev., p. 57; Ashe v. Lonham, 5 
Ind., 484. Our statute recognizes this principle by thus requiring the 
Secretary to issue grants in all cases. where the survey bears upon its 
face his certificate that he made it in accordance with the law. 

I concur with the majority of the Court in the opinion that the Secre- 
tary of State cannot assume judicial functions and hear evidence dehors 
the warrant and survey as to the conflicting contentions of claimants. 
But it seems to me to be equally without warrant of law to constitute 
the Secretary of State a judicial officer, clothed with the power to pro- 
nounce an entry void upon its face for failure to comply with the law. 
T find the peremptory requirement that the grant shall issue to the claim-_ 
ant when he presents certain papers, but the most minute search and 

critical examination of chapter 17, and of our statutes gen- 
(739) erally, does not lead to the discovery of any clause or section under 
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_ which, explicitly or by implication of the law, the judicial power to pass 
upon the sufficiency of an entry is given to, any officer or tribunal other 
than courts erected for the purpose of passing upon such issues of law 
as well as the facts. The Constitution (Art.'IV, sec. 2) declares that 
_ “the judicial power of the State shall be vested in a court for the trial 
of impeachments, a Supreme Court, Superior Courts, and such other 
courts, inferior to the Supreme Court, as may be established by law.” 
If we concede the soundness of ine abstract proposition that when 
the Secretary refuses to issue a grant upon an entry void upon its face 
the court will not use the writ of mandamus to do a vain thing by re- 
quiring him to issue it, I seriously doubt whether, since the enactment 
by the Provincial Legislature of 1777 of the first laws authorizing the 
conveyance of public lands by patent in the name of the State, a single 
‘entry or warrant has ever been forwarded to the Secretary which, upon 
its face, appeared to cover land not subject to entry. The judicial annala 
of the State for over one hundred years show no instance where the Sec- 
retary of State has refused to issue for any such reason, and no entry 
upon, its face appearing to cover land that could not by law be conveyed 
by grant. The ruling of the Court in this case is an innovation certainly 
upon the established practice, and, in my opinion, is such a departure 
from an Important principle as will lead to confusion and’ give rise to 
unnecessary litigation. A vague entry was declared not to be void 
against the State, nor against a subsequent purchaser with notice, be- 
cause the location is made certain by the survey, and because it was and 
is deemed public policy to have our vaeant lands appropriated by our 
people and made a source of income to the owners as well as the State. 
Harris v. Ewing, 21 N. C., 874; Bryson v. Dobson, 38 N. C., 138. 
Where persons have chosen to enter and obtain grants for land (740) 
not subject by law to entry the Secretary has been accustomed to 
act without question upon the certificate of the surveyor, leaving the 
courts to determine what interest passed by the conveyance as against the 
State or against other persons claiming under the State through other 
patents. The persistent efforts of owners of large bodies of land to estab- 
lish some tribunal empowered to pass upon the validity of entries, have 
proven unavailing because of the popular opposition to imposing any 
restrictions that might postpone the making out of grants. The Code 
commissioners reported a provision, which was enacted as a part of sec- 
tion 2765 of The Code, for allowing interested parties to show cause 
why a warrant of survey should not issue, but, at the very next session 
of the General Assembly, an amendment was passed striking out that 
provision and inserting in lieu the words “the entry taker shall issue and 
deliver to the surveyor or enterer a proper warrant of survey, in which 
-shall be copied such entry with its true number and date.” The same 


515 


IN THE SUPREME COURT ——_—_=s[108 
WOOL v. SAUNDERS 


unequivocal language is applied to the issue of the warrant by the entry . 
taker as that used in reference to the issue of the grant. If the Secre- 
tary of State has “the right” to refuse to issue the patent because, ac- 
cording to his own view of the law, the entry as incorporated in the war- 
rant appears prima facie to cover land they cannot pass by grant, what 
_ Is to prevent the entry taker from constituting himself a court with juris-_ 
diction of the single question whether the entry is not upon its face void 
because it covers land that, under a proper construction of some statute, 
is not subject to grant? We will search in vain for any legal warrant 
for vesting one of these officers with a discretionary right to disobey a 
positive mandate of the law because he is a high official of the executive 
department of the State, while the lower official is denied the right to 
disregard a similar requirement for the same reason. If we arbitrarily 

establish the right of both to disregard the peremptory require- 
(741) ment of the law, then we will erect two. petty tribunals, not here- 

tofore known to our law, for, construing all statutes authorizing 
the entry and granting of lands. 

It seems to me manifest that the Secretary of State is a ministerial 
officer, bound to obey the law and issue grants upon all surveys signed 
by the surveyor of the county (or deputy when he is authorized by the 
law to act for him), and that he has no right to pass upon the question 
whether the entry is void upon its face. If we concede, however, that, 
whatever may be the extent of his power, the courts are not required to 
compel him to issue a void grant, I maintain that there 1s nothing upon 
the face of the entry numbered 39, that would justify this Court in 
pronouncing it void. The statute (see. 2765 of The Code) as amended, 
provides, that “the claimant of land shall produce to the entry taker a 
writing signed by such claimant, setteng forth where the land is situ- 
ated, the nearest watercourses, mountains and remarkable places, and 
‘such watercourses and remarkable places as may be therein, the natural 
‘boundaries and lines of any other person, if any, which divide it from 
other lands, and every such writing shall be on one quarter sheet of paper 
at least, and endorsed by the entry taker with the name of the claimant, 
the number of acres claimed, the date of the entry, and a copy thereof 
shall be entered in a book well bound and ruled with a large margin 
in spaces of equal distance; each space to contain one entry and every 
entry to be made in the order of time in which it shall be received and 
numbered in the margin.” This is‘all of the statutory provision’ as to 
_ the form of entries, and its requirements are declared to be largely direc- 
_ tory, it being deemed sufficient if the survey contain a specific description 

though the entry may be a “floating one”; not upon its face definitely 
located. Harris v. Ewing, supra; Currie v. Gobson, 57 N. C., 25; Mun- 
roe v. McCormack, 41.N.:C., 85. The effect of the ruling in this case - 
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is to superadd a proviso, not only that it shall appear affirma- (742) 
tively when land covered by water is entered in front of an . 
incorporated town that the authorities have marked out the line of navi- 
gable water, as the statute prescribes, but that this new requirement shall 
be considered mandatory, so that without previous compliance on the 
part of the corporation the entry shall be declared void, and even a spe- 
cific survey shall not be sufficient to make it effective as the basis of a 
grant from the State. 

The material portion of the entry declared void in this case is the fol- 

' lowing description: | 

“The land covered in part by water of Jacob Wool’s woodyard wharf 
in the town of Edenton, running out from the foot of said wharf south 
between lines parallel gnd distant one from the other sixty-four and 
one-half feet, so far as the channel, a distance of one hundred and forty- 
five feet, containing ...... acres.” 

_ The entry which is declared by the Court to be upon its face valid is 
in the following form: 

“Jacob Wool, a resident of Chowan County and a ete of the State 
of North Carolina, makes an entry of the following described and unap- 
propriated lands to such marks and lines on deep water and at the chan- 
nel as may have been heretofore indicated by the board of councilmen 
of the town of Edenton, in front Jacob Wool’s John M. Jones lot, 
bounded on the north by Blount street, on the east by lot No. 187, south 
by creek and arm of Edenton Bay, and on the west by lot of D. W. 
Roper, containing ...... acres, more or less, to wit, lands covered by 
water in front of the land of the said Wool above described, running south 
from the front of said Wool to deep water at the channel, in lines paral- 
lel and confined to straight lines, including only the said water-front 
and the land covered by water within the said lines to deep water on the 
channel. This entry is made for the purpose of erecting a wharf, and 
other purposes incident thereto.” 

The Code, sec. 2751, provides generally that all unappropriated (743) 
lands belonging to the State shall be subject to entry, but except 
land covered by navigable water, with swamp lands and lands covered by 
the waters of lakes. The exception to the first exception is that littoral 
and riparian owners may, for the purpose of erecting wharves, enter the 
‘land in which they before had a qualified property by the common law 
as far as the deep water (which, of course, means the margin of the navi- 
gable water). Bond v. Wool, 107 N. C., 189. When such entries are 
made in front of a town, the corporate authorities are required to “regu- 
late the line on deep water to which entries may be made.” 

Tt will be conceded that if Jacob Wool’s woodyard was located on 
Edenton Bay, beyond the limits of an incorporated town, he would have 
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the right to a grant for the land covered by the water in his front as far 
“as the channel or margin of the navigable water, and an entry calling 
for the channel or for navigable water would be valid, the surveyor be- 
ing of necessity at liberty to locate the line of the channel. There is 
nothing in entry No. 39, except the expression, “in front of Jacob Wool’s 
wood-yard in the town of Edenton,” to indicate that the land lies in front 
of an incorporated town. As the Secretary cannot look beyond the par- 
ticular entry in passing upon its validity (according to the view taken 
by the Court), I respectfully insist that neither the Secretary of State 
nor this Court has the right to draw the inference from the fact that — 
Edenton is called a town in the entry that it 1s an incorporated town, 
when the act incorporating it is not in evidence. Durham v. Rf. R., ante, 
399. The law recognizes the fact that a town. or city may exist -with 
known limits and streets admitted to be highways, but without cor- 
porate existence. Merriwether v. Garrett, 10 Meyer’s Fed. Dec., Corp., 
sec. 2224, The opinion of the Court rests upon the idea that not only 
is the marking of the line by the authorities of the town or city a con- 
dition precedent to the acquisition of the right by the riparian 
(744) proprietor to convert his qualified ownership into an absolute prop- 
erty, but that even where such line has been marked, and, in the 
absence of any prescribed statutory form except the general one, declared 
by this Court to be merely directory, the entry must be pronounced void 
because it does not affirmatively appear that the corporation has taken 
action. I do not think that either proposition is supported by reason or 
authority; but, were we to concede that any grant issued to the apph- 
-_ eant would be void unless the corporation had previously fixed its outer 
limit, even in this extreme view of the case I contend that the presump- 
— tion of law would be that the officials named had discharged the duty 
required of them and in the proper manner, this being one of the many 
cases in which “acts of executive officers of the government (e. g., sheriffs, 
registers, treasurers, surveyors) are presumed to be regular, so far as to 
throw the burden of proof on the party collaterally assailing such act 
on the ground of irregularity.” 2 Wharton Ev., secs. 1318, 1297; Best 
on Eyv., sec. 300; United States v. Ross, 92 U.8., 284. Entry No. 39 ex- 
tended as far as the “channel,” that word being used to designate the 
nearest portion of the bay where vessels could’ pass. The term “deep 
water” is used in the statute to denote precisely the same thing. I think. 
that the presumption of law is that the lines mentioned in entry No. 39 
extended only to the channel or deep-water mark, as that had been, wnda- 
cated by the officers authorized to mark such lines. 
But I further maintain that it is not essentral to the validity of a grant 
to a riparian proprietor of his own water-front that the corporation 
should fiz the line of the channel. before the entry is made. It has been 
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decided by this Court, and settled by the leading courts of the country, 
that littoral and riparian owners have, as an incident to their ownership 
of adjacent land, a qualified property in that covered by water on their 
front extending to navigable water (or to the channel or deep | 
water). Bond v. Wool, 107 N. C., 150. “It does not seem that (745) 
the General Assembly intended, if it had the power to do so, to 

wrest (by The Code, sec. 2751) from the riparian proprietors any rights 
that they already held, but simply to allow them at a fair price to acquire 
an absolute, instead of a qualified, property.” Jb., 154. This Court has 
held that tha plaintiff had the right to erect a wharf at the channel on 
the margin of navigable water in his own front, and that he is not bound 
to await the action of a corporation in whose limits his land lies before 
building it, though he erects it subject to the risk of losing it if located 
outside of the high-water mark subsequently made by the corporate 
authorities. When a person had erected a wharf before the passage of 
the Act of 1854 (The Code, sec. 2751) the Legislature, in that statute, 
recognized his qualified property and right to erect it “under the 
restrictions and the terms’ prescribed in that act, viz. provided it should 
fall inside the deep-water line in front of any town, when established 
in the manner indicated by the laws. The Code, sec. 2751. Even the 
entry (No. 88) declared to be valid in this case, calls for “such marks © 
and lines on deep water, and at the channel, as may have been heretofore 
ndricated,” ete., not that have been designated, and it is not positively 
asserted, either in the entry or survey, that such line has been established, 
though the high-water mark and the line of deep water are called for. 
But the law recognizes the existence of a line of deep navigable water 
to which the qualified property of the riparian owner extended before the 
Act of 1854 was passed, and if it should affirmatively appear that the 
line has been marked, it must be essential to state it more explicitly 
than it is stated either 3 in entry No. 38 or in the survey of it. If we are 
permitted to infer from the language used in No. 38 that the line has 
been actually marked, and is the deep-water line called for in the survey, 
I can see no sufficient reason why the channel called for in No. 39 should 
not be presumed to have been indicated by the proper officials of the 
town. : 

The opinion of the Court rests upon the ground that it ap- (746) 
pears affirmatively, from the language of entry No. 39, that the 

land entered is covered by navigable water, and that “such land is not 
the subject of entry, except under conditions prescribed in The Code, 
sec. 2751 (1), one of which is “that the town corporation shall regulate 
the line on deep water to which entries may be made.” When the Colony 
of North Carolina joined the other colonies in declaring its independ- 
ence, all vacant lands were held to rest ¢pso facto in the sovereign State 
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instead of in the British king, or the single lord proprietor, who claimed 
a portion of it under a grant from the Crown. The Act of 1777 first 
gave to the citizen the right of making entries upon certain conditions. 
One of these conditions was that the lands entered must not cover any | 
portion of the territory set apart to the Cherokee Indians. Yet, when 
grants were made for land along the line of the Cherokee Nation, it was 
never thought necessary to set forth in an entry that it was located east 
of said line. Where entries were made and grants were issued after the 
line was established, by treaty, still further to the west, it was held by 
this Court repeatedly, that an entry and grant located on the Indian 
boundary line and covering land partly within and partly outside of the 
prohibited territory were only void as to the portion within the Cherokee 
boundaries.. Brown v. Brown, 106 N. C., 451. I do not see the obvious 
reason why when a riparian proprietor, in attempting to acquire the 
absolute property in land covered by water in his front coextensive with 
his qualified property, mistakes the line of the channel as subsequently 
marked out by the proper officers, he should not be treated in the same 
way as one who, by, mistake, has located hiseentry and grant so as to 
extend beyond the Meigs and Freeman line, or beyond the boundary of 
the county in which the entry was recorded. It is difficult to understand 
how the rights of any individual would be imperiled, if only so 
(747) much of the land granted as should lie inside of the line ulti- 
mately marked by the town authorities should pass by the grant. 
It is certain that the State has no ground of complaint if the result of 
this mistake be to place in her coffers for the benefit of the public schools 
the purchase-money for so much of the land covered by water as extends 
beyond the established high-water mark, just as he acquires no title for 
so much of the land embraced in his grant as laps upon the older grant. 
It seems to me, therefore, that the rule laid down by this Court in this 
case is arbitrary, not in harmony with previous adjudications constru- 
ing analogous provisions of statutes in relation to entrfes and grants, 
and is not supported by reason. | , 
Per Curiam.. = - Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: McNamee v. Alexander, 109 N. C., 246, 247; Wool. v. Hden- 


ton, 1138 N. C., 35; S.c., 115 N. C., 13; Board ‘OF Education Makely, 
139 N. C., 37. : 
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STATE y. RUFUS BEST. 
Liquor Selling—Minor—Witness—E vidence—Indictment— Variance. 


1. A liquor seller*who supplies liquors to a minor to drink, at the request of 
an adult who pays the price, is guilty of a violation of section 1077 of The 
Code, and the adult is also guilty as an aider and abettor. 


2. A witness is eompetent to testify to the reputation in his own family as to 
his own age. 


.8. An indictment described the person to whom the liquor was sold as B. W. 
T., Jr., who, being sworn, gave his name merely B. W. T.: Held, to be 
‘10 variance, the “Jr.” being Gnly descriptio persone. 


InptctMEenT for a misdemeanor, tried before Womack, J., at Fall 
‘Term, 1890, of GREENE. 

B. W. Taylor, for the State, testified: “I bought liquor from de- 
fendant at his bar, March, 1890.” The witness was asked, “How old 
are you reputed to be in your family?” Objected to by defendant. 
Objection overruled, and witness answered, “I was nineteen years (748) 
- old last August.” Defendant excepted. Witness further testified, 

“I am not married. I bought a half pint from defendant, and pad for 
it fifteen cents.” | 

The defendant testified: “Sherman Taylor said he wanted me to go 
to the bar; that he wanted to buy some whiskey; he said he wanted to 
get Ben Taylor full, or something of the kind; said he was going to make 
- Ben treat. I told hi I could not sell Ben ifquor because he was a minor. 
I went into the bar. Sherman called for a half pint. I drew it. Sherman, 
Ben and John Taylor, and John Fields and others were present. They 
drank it, Ben, Sherman and John. They were the only ones at the | 
counter drinking. Sherman said then that Ben had to treat; put up 
three ‘shorts.’ Ben walked up and threw some money on the counter. I 
said, ‘I can’t take the money from you.’ I did not touch it. Sherman 
said, ‘That is all right,’ and took the money off and threw on the counter — 
other money. I took it, and gave Sherman his change. When Sherman 
called for the three ‘shorts, I put them up. That was the liquor that 
Ben tried to pay for. It was not B. W. Taylor’s money.” : 

His Honor intimated that he would charge the jury that, if they be- 
lieved the defendant’s, testimony, they would find him guilty. The de- 
fendant’s counsel insisted that the defendant’s testimony did not establish 
a sale or gift to B. W. Taylor, and further contended that, upon the evi- 
dence of Taylor himself, there was a fatal variance between the allegata 
and probata, in that from the evidence of the State’s witness himself he 
was B. W. Taylor, and it was alleged in the indictment that the sale was 


made to B. W. Taylor, Jr. | 
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His Honor instructed the jury to return a verdict of guilty, which 
they accordingly did. Judgment was thereupon rendered, from which 
the defendant. appealed. 


(749) Attorney-General for the State. . 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The defendant testified that he knew that B. W. Taylor. 
was a minor; that at the instance of another person, an adult, he fur- 
nished at his barroom said minor and the adult with a drink each of _ 
spirituous liquor; that he refused to receive pay from the minor, but 
received it from the adult. Putting aside the palpable evasion of the — 
law which was thus attempted, the fact remains that the minor, who was 
unmarried, received and drank spirituous liquor at the hands of the 
defendant. That he furnished it at the request of, and for a considera- 
tion paid by, the adult, makes the. “dealer” none the less liable. 8S. »v. 
Wallace, 94 N. C., 827. No one, not even the father of the minor, could 
have authorized hin to furnish the liquor to the minor. S&S. v. Lawrence, 
97 N. C., 492. His Honor properly told the jury, if they believed the 
testimony, to find the defendant guilty. 8S. v. Scoggins, 107 N. C., 959. 
_ The exception to evidence was without merit. The witness was com- 
petent to testify to his own age according to the reputation in the 
“family. Abb. Tr. Ev., 87. | 

The indictment. was for a sale to B. W. Taylor, Jr., with a suena 
count charging that defendant did “give away” liquor to ‘the same. The 
witness merely gave his name as B. W. Taylor. There was nothing in 
the evidence or circumstances tending to show any doubt as to his iden- 
tity with the person mentioned in the indictment. This was not a vari- 
ance. The “Jr.” is no part of the name, but a mere “descriptro per- 
sone.” 

It may be observed that the adult who procured the defendant to fur- 
nish the liquor to the minor was equally indictable, for though not a 
- “dealer” he was accessory to the violation of the law, ‘aud in misdemean- 
ors all accessories are indictable as principals. 

Per Curiam. | , No error. 


Cited: _S. v. Holder, 183 N. C., 712; ; Newby v. Edwards, 153 N. ©., 
112; Turner v. Battle, 105 N. C,, "993, 
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(750) 
STATE v. J. M. BURKE. 


I ndictment—Quashing—F alse Pretense. 


1. A false representation that a mule “was sound, would work well and would 
not kick,’ made knowingly with intent to cheat and defraud, and by means 
of which the prosecutor was cheated and defrauded of his money, etc., 
constitutes the offense of false pretense. | 


2. An indictment ought not to be quashed for want of precision or redundancy, 
when it can be seen from the entire instrument that the charge plainly 
appears. . 


Morton to quash indictment, heard at January Term, 1891, of Rosr- 
son, before Armfield, J. 

The defendant is charged with the offense of false pretense, in viola- 
tion of the statute (The Code, sec. 1025). The indictment charges that 
the defendant, at, etc., “unlawfully and knowingly devising and intend- 
ing to cheat and defraud of, did then and there unlawfully, knowingly 
and designedly, falsely pretend to J. W. McRae that a certain mule 
which he, the said J. M. Burke, proposed to trade to the said J. W. Mce- 
Rae was sound and worked well and would not kick, whereas, in truth 
and fact, mule was not sound, would not work well and would kick, as 
he, the said J. M. Burke, then and there well knew, by color and means 
of which said false pretense and pretenses the said J. M. Burke did then 
and there unlawfully, knowingly and designedly obtain from the said 
J. W. McRae $100, being then and there the property of the said J. W. 
McRae, with intent to cheat and defraud, to the great damage of the 
said J. W. McRae, contrary,” ete. 

The defendant appeared and moved to quash the same. The court 
allowed the motion, and the Solicitor for the State having excepted, the 
State appealed to this Court. 


Attarney-General for the State. — (751) 
No counsel for defendant. 


“Merrimon, C. J. The indictment is not very formal and precise. 
There is some unnecessary repetition and redundancy in charging the 
offense that might well be omitted, but it serves every essential purpose. 
The false pretense, and the purpose to defraud rea are charged in 
the words of the statute, and clearly. 

The word “said,” which, strictly, ought to appear in the indictment 
next before the word cnule, ” at the ane of the other words, “whereas, 
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in truth and fact,” is obviously and sufficiently implied from the con- 
nection and purpose plainly appearing. The inadvertent omission does — 
not affect the substance or prejudice the defendant. 

The false representations as to certain qualities of the mule certainly 
constituted false pretense when made, as charged, to defraud. They are 
not the mere “tricks of trade,” bluster, puffs and empty boast on the - 
part of one putting his property on the market. They were seriously 
made with wietinalae motive in connection with a proposition to sell the — 
mule for a price to be increased by reason of them and the confidence 
they gave rise to. As charged, they were made in business earnest on — 
the part of the defendant and so accepted and acted upon by the prose- 
cutor, and, as charged, they were made with the positive intent to de- 
fraud. Thus the offense is sufficiently charged. S. v. Hefner, 84 N.C., 
451; 8S. v. Munday, 78 N. C., 460; S. vo. Mickle, 94 N. C., 843; S. v. 
“Sherrill, 95 N. C., 663. It was not necessary to charge or prove an — 
intent to defraud any particular person. The Code, sec. 1025. There 
is error. | | | 

Reversed. 


Cited: 8. v. Skidmore, 109 N. C., 796; 8. v. Flowers, ib., 843; 8. v. 
Mangum, 116 N. C., 1001, 1002; 8. v. Ridge, 125 N. C.,, 6595 S. v. 
Ratlff,170 N. C., 709; S. v. Brows. ib., 715. 


ne 


(752) 
STATE y. FE. D. KOONCE, Jr. 


Appeal from Magistrate's Court—Trial De Novo. 


Upon a trial and conviction before a justice of the peace the defendant moved 
in arrest of judgment, which motion was refused, and he appealed to the 
Superior Court: Held, that the appeal brought up the whole case, and 
the defendant was ae to a trial de novo. 


Criminat action heard upon appeal from a justice of the peace at 
Fall Term, 1890, of Onstow, Armfield, J. | 

The defendant was charged criminally before the mayor of the town 
of Richlands, in the county of Onslow, with the violation of an ordinance 
of that town, and convicted. He appealed to the Superior Court. In 
that court, upon motion of the Solicitor for the State, the State warrant 
was allowed to be amended; “the appeal was withdrawn,” and “by agree- 
ment” the ease was remanded to the mayor for trial. Afterwards, upon 
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application of defendant, the mayor transferred the case to a justice of 


the peace to be tried before him. The defendant demanded a jury trial, 
which was had. There was a verdict of guilty, and thereupon the defend- — 
ant moved in arrest of judgment. The motion was overruled, and judg- 
ment was given against the defendant, and he appealed to the Superior 
Court: In that court the solicitor “insisted that the defendant, by asking 
at Spring Term, 1890, that the case be remanded to be settled by the 
lower court, and by order of the court to that effect, had lost his right 
to a further appeal.” The defendant thereupon said that “he only asked 
to be heard in this (the Superior) court on his motion in arrest of judg- 
ment.” The court refused to hear that motion, and granted the motion 
of the solicitor, to “amend the warrant so as to recite the town ordinance 
_on which it is based, and otherwise conform it to the facts found 

on the trial.’ The defendant objected, and excepted. It seems (753) 
the amendments were made, but they do not appear in the tran- 
.seript of the record. The court overruled the motion in arrest of judg- 
ment, gave judgment against the defendant, and he appealed to this 
Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
S. W. Isler for defendant. 


Merrion, C. J. The proceedings and conduct of this case have been 
irregular and confused. The Superior Court should have tried the 
defendant upon the first appeal from the judgment of the mayor, but 
he cannot complain that this was not done. The offense charged is but 
a petty misdemeanor, and the appeal was “withdrawn,” it seems, at his 
instance, and “by agreement” the case was remanded to the mayor to 
be disposed of by him. Afterwards the defendant had the case trans- 
ferred to a justice of the peace, and he was tried before that magistrate. 
It must be taken that he consented to such course of procedure, and he 
is concluded by it, subject to his right of appeal to the Superior Court. 
_ The appeal by the defendant from the judgment of the justice of the 

| peace took the case into the Superior Court, not to be heard there simply 
as to a motion in arrest of judgment or on any exception to any pertinent. 
decision, order, or judgment of the justices of the peace in the action, 
but to be tried upon the whole merits anew. The statute (The Code, 
sec. 900) explicitly prescribes that “in all cases of. appeal (from the 
judgment of a justice of the peace) the trial shall be anew, without 
prejudice from the former proceedings.” When, therefore, the appeal — 
reached the Superior Court, that court ought to “have proceeded in the 
action as to the trial de novo, and it might allow all proper amendments 
of the proceedings, including the State warrant, to that end. The 
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(754) defendant might have pleaded nolo contendere, guilty or not | 

guilty; and so, before pleading, and afterwards, by permission © 
of the court, he might have moved to quash the warrant. S. v. Quack, 
72 N. C., 241; 8. v. Powell, 86 N. C., 640. 

The motion in the Superior Court to arrest the judgment in the court 
of the justice of the peace had no pertinency, because the action was 
there to be tried anew and without regard to the verdict, motions and 
judgment before the justice of the peace. The Superior Court was not 
a court of errors—it had jurisdiction to try and dispose of the case, 
which it obtained by virtue of the appeal. The court had authority to 
allow the State warrant to be amended, as it did do, but it could not 
thereupon at once proceed to judgment against the defendant. It 
appears that the latter pleaded not guilty, though the plea does not 
appear in the record before us. The court should have required him 
to plead or demur. If he pleaded not guilty, he should have been.put 
upon his trial. If he pleaded nolo contendere, or guilty, the court might | 
have proceeded to give judgment. But there was no trial, no verdict 
of a jury, no plea that warranted the judgment from which the defend- 
ant appealed. The judgment seems to have been rendered by inadvert- 
ence occasioned by the confusion and irregularities in the proceedings 
in the course of the action. 

Error. 


Cited: 8. v. Warren, 118 N. ©., 685; &. v. Brittain, 143 N. C., 670; 
8. v. Pasley, 180 N. C., 696; 8. v. Jones, 181 N.C., 546. | 


(788) | 
STATE v. W, T. EWING AND D. A. EWING. 


Landlord and Tenant—Unlawful Seizure of Crop—sSpecial Verdict. 


1. To constitute the offense of an unlawful seizure of crops by the landlord, 
under The Code, sec. 1759, it is not essential that the landlord should take 
forcible or even manual possession of them—the offense will be complete 
if he exercises that possession or control which prevents the tenant from 
gathering and removing his crop in a peaceable manner. 


» 2. The fact that the jury, in a criminal action, specially found the facts and 
submitted them to the court for an opinion as to whether they should 
acquit or convict, and the court being of the opinion that the defendants 
were not guilty thereon, so adjudged and directed a verdict of not guilty 
to be entered, does not constitute a general verdict of not guilty, but 
amounts to a special verdict, and from the UE Ene thereon the State can 
appeal. 
526 


N.0.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1891 
STATE Vv. EWING 


3. The practice in respect to the manner in which special verdicts should be 
rendered is stated. 


Inprorment for unlawfully seizing and appropriating crops, tried at 
Fall Term, 1890, of Montecomerry, Bynum, J. 

The j jury found the following special verdict: 

“That in February, 1889, one S. T. Usher rented from the defendants, 
in the county of. Montwomery: the turpentine boxes on certain land 
belonging to the defendants in said county for the ensuing turpentine 
season; ‘that the turpentine season ordinarily begins in the month of 
March and lasts until the following March; that said Usher, in the 
month of September following, paid to the defendants the rent he con- 
tracted to pay, it. being a moneyed rent; that in December, 1889, defend- 
ants rented the lands and the barpedting boxes for the year 1890 to 
another man; that prior to the first day of January, 1890, the said 
~ Usher had not taken from the boxes all of the turpentine of the running 
of the season of 1889; that on 14 January, 1890, said Usher sent 
his hands to take front the said boxes the cod) turpentine, and (756) 
the hands were forbidden by the defendants from taking the 
same, and 1n consequence of said forbidding they did not take the same;. 
that there were about four barrels of turpentine left in the boxes of the 
crop of 1889 which had been produced by the labor of said Usher and 
his employees; that said Usher never did get the said turpentine in con- 
sequence of the forbidding of his hands by defendants to gather the 
same; that said Usher was not indebted to defendants or either of them 
for any advances made to him; that defendants did nat get the turpen- 
tine, but that it was gathered ‘by their tenant for the year 1890; the 
: defendants received their rent from him.” 

Upon. the special finding of facts by the jury, the court being of the 
opinion that the defendants were not guilty, so adjudged, and ordered a 
verdict of not guilty to be entered, and gave judgment discharging the 
defendants, from which judgment the Solicitor for the State prayed an 
appeal. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
J.B. Batchelor and J. C. Black (by brief) for the defendants. 


_ Merrimon, C. J. The statute (The Code, sec. 1754) prescribes that 
_ “when lands shall be rented or leased by agreement, written or oral, for 

agricultural purposes, or shall be cultivated by a cropper, unless other- 
wise agreed between the parties to the lease or agreement, any and all 
crops raised on said lands shall be deemed and held to be vested in pos- 
session of the lessor or his assigns at all times, until the rents for said 
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lands shall be paid, and until all the stipulations contained in the lease 
or agreement shall be performed,” etc.; and it further gives the landlord 
and his assigns a civil remedy, prescribed in.case the lessee, crop- 


(757) per, or assigns, or either of them, “shall remove the crop, or any 


_ part thereof,” from the lands without the consent of the lessor or 
his assigns, ete. The same statute (The Code, sec. 1755) gives the lessee 
or cropper, or the assigns of either, a like ‘elvil remedy against the 
lessor or his assigns in case he or they “shall get the actual possession 
of the crop, or any part thereof, otherwise than by the mode prescribed 
in the preceding section,” etc., an refuse upon notice “to make a fair 
division of said crop or to pay over to such lessee or cropper, or the 
assigns of either, such part thereof as he may be entitled to under the 
lease or agreement,” etc. These and other like statutory provisions 
extend to leases of turpentine trees. The Code, sec. 1762. 


The purpose of the statute (The Code, sec. 1759) which makes it a 


misdemeanor on the part of the lessee or cropper, or the assigns of 
either, to remove the crop, or any part thereof, without the consent of the 
lessor or his assigns, etc., and likewise on the part of the landlord to 
“unlawfully, willfully, knowingly and without process of law, and 
unjustly, seize the crop of his tenant when there is nothing due him,” 
etc., is to render the statutory provisions and regulations above referred 
to more effective, and this penal provision must be interpreted in that 
light and in that view. It embraces both the landlord and the tenant, 
and intends the more effectually to secure their respective rights as 
prescribed. 

It appears that the prosecutor had leased turpentine trees from the 
defendants and made the crop, but had not gathered the whole thereof ; 
that his term of lease was not over, but he was out of the possession of 


the trees and the land on which they were situate; that he had paid the 
defendants all the rents due them, and owed them nothing for advance- 


ments or expenses; that he sent his servants back to gather and remove 
the remaining ungathered part of the crop; that they went to do so, and 
the defendants forbade them to gather the crop so remaining, and 
accordingly they did not; that the defendants, before the prosecutor’s 
| lease was over, leased the same trees to tenants for the next ensu- 
(758) ing year, and these tenants were allowed to take the balance of 
the prosecutor’s crop and use it for their own purposes. . 


The defendants had possession of the land, the turpentine trees and | 


the boxes in them containing the prosecutor’s ungathered crop of tur- 
pentine. Such being the facts, clearly the prosecutor might have main- 
tained his civil action, as allowed by the stattite above mentioned, against 
the defendants to recover the ungathered part of his crop. The defend- 
ants had no shadow of right to detain it or prevent the owner or his 
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servants from gathering and removing it. We are also of the opinion 
that the defendants, in the just sense and contemplation of the statute 
(The Code, sec. 1759), “unlawfully, willfully, knowingly, and without 
process of law, and unjustly,” seized the crop of their tenant, the prose- 
eutor, when there was nothing due them, and thereby committed a mis- 
demeanor. They violated the spirit and certain purpose of the statute . 
first above referred to, and did that which the penal provision just cited 
intends to prevent. They had possession of the turpentine trees, the 
boxes in them containing the ungathered crop of the prosecutor that he 
had a right to gather, and when they refused to allow his servants to 
gather the same, they thereby manifested their purpose to, and did, in 
contemplation of the statute, “seize,” take possession and control of such 
ungathered crop. The word “seize” is used in the sense of taking unlaw- 
ful actual possession of the crop by force, actually used or plainly im-- 
plied. To constitute the offense, it is not necessary that the landlord 
shall take possession of the crop manu forti, or manual possession of it 
at all; it will be complete in this respect if he takes possession and con- 
trol thereof in such way as prevents and excludes the tenant from gather- 
ing and removing his crop in a peaceable and orderly manner. This 
the statute intends he shall have the right to do. 

The defendants asserted thelr purpose to have and take the (759) 
exclusive possession when they forbade the prosecutor to remove 
his crop, and the latter, on that account, desisted from doing so. That 
such was their purpose was made the more manifest by the fact that 
they let the turpentine trees to other tenants and allowed them to take 
the prosecutor’s remaining crop.. | 

We are, therefore, of opinion that upon the special verdict the court 
should have decided that the defendants were guilty. 

It was contended on the argument that an appeal did not lie in ‘his 
case in favor of the State, because, as suggested, there was a verdict of 
not guilty. This contention is founded in misapprehension. It very 
obviously appears from the record that the jury intended to, and cer- 
tainly did, render a special verdict embodying all the material facts of 
the case. This they did, and no more; and this it was their province. 
to do. This verdict remains and appears as part of the record, and the 
judgment of,the court is founded upon it. The jury could not go fur- 
ther and eee two verdicts—one special and the other general—so that. 
both might prevail at the same time. To do so would involve practical 
absurdity. The court did not set the special verdict aside. It, in effect,. 
simply decided that wpon this verdict the defendants were not guilty, 
and gave judgment in their favor. The entry of the verdict, “not 
guilty,” was not the finding of the jury; it was the order of the court 
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upon the special verdict, and was not necessary—perhaps it might, ought 
to have, been omitted, as it served no useful purpose. S. v. Moore, 29 
N. ©., 228. 

On ‘the argument it was brought to our attention that some confusion 
and inconsistency have prevailed in the numerous decisions of this Court _ 
in respect to special verdicts in criminal cases. We have examined the 
cases cited and others, and, upon mature consideration, we think 1t 

better that, upon the special verdict in a‘case, the Court should 
(760) simply declare its opinion that the defendant is gutlty or not 

guilty, and enter judgment accordingly. Indeed, the simple entry 
of judgment in favor or against the defendant would be sufficient. This 
is substantially the practice as pointed out in S. v. Moore, supra. It is 
plain and convenient, will prevent further conflict of decision, and 
_ should be observed. 
Error. 


Cited: S..v. Spray, 118 N. C., 688; 8. v. Gitlikin, 114 N. C., 835; 
S. v. Robinson, 116 N. C., 1048; 8. v. Ditmore, 177 N. C., 594. 


STATE y, WILLIAM BIGGERS er at. 


Statutes, Repeal and Construction—F ences—Indictment—Jurisdiction. 


1. ‘There is no repugnancy or conflict between chapter 516, Laws 1889, and 
section 1062 of The Code. The latter statute was enacted to protect 
enclosures made by fences, walls, etc., while the former was passed to pro- 
tect the fences therein mentioned erected on thé land, irrespective of the 
fact whether they completely surrounded or enclosed it or any part of it. 
In an indictment under the latter, it is necessary to aver and prove that 
the fence or wall surrounded or enclosed the field or other premises 
enumerated therein, while under the former no such averment is required. 
Of the latter the Superior Court has original jurisdiction; of the former 

a justice of the peace has original jurisdiction. 


2. An indictment which charges that the defendant did cut and destroy “a 
wire fence enclosing a pasture’ may be maintained under The Code, sec. 


1062. ! 


3. An older statute will not be held to be repealed by a. later one by implica- 
tion, unless the two are irreconcilably inconsistent. 


InpiotMeEnt tried at Fall Term, 1890, of Casarrus, before Bynum, J. 
The defendants were found guilty. There was a motion in arrest of 
judgment on the following grounds: 
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“First. It appeared that the offense was committed in May, (761) 
1889, and the indictment was found at Fall Term, 1889, and the 
Superior Court did not, have jurisdiction of the offense when the bill 
was found, or when judgment was to be pronounced. 

“Secondly. That there were two statutes in reference to the same of- 
fense—section 1062 of The Code, and the Act of 1889, ch. 516—and the 
one of subsequent date changes the punishment of the same, and the 
indictment does not by proper averment refer to the statute under which 
is was found, so that the court can see the measure of punishment to 
be inflicted.” 

Motion in arrest allowed, and the court gave judgment discharging 
the defendants, and the State appealed. : 


Attorney- General for the State. | 
OW. J. M ontgomery (by brief) for defendants. 


Avery, J. The General Assembly of North Carolina passed an act 
(Laws 1889, ch. 516) which took effect 1 June, 1889, and contained 
the following provisions : 

“Section 1. That any person who shall willfully destroy, cut or injure 
any part of a wire fence situated on the land of another shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be imprisoned not 
exceeding thirty days or fined not exceeding $50. 

“Sec. 2. That a fence composed partly of wire and partly of wood 
shall, for the purpose of this act, be deemed and taken to be a wire fence.” 

The Code, sec. 1062, contains the provision that “any person who 
shall unlawfully and willfully burn, destroy, pull down, injure or re- 
move any fence, wall or other enclosure, or any part thereof, surround- 
ing or about any yard, garden, cultivated field or pasture, or any church, 
graveyard, factory or other house in which machinery is used, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor.” By limiting the punishment as pre- 
seribed in the Constitution (Art. XIV, sec. 27) the offense cre- (762) 
ated by the former act was brought within the jurisdiction of a 
justice of the peace, while that enacted by The Code, is cognizable in the 
Superior Court. This indictment was found in the Superior Court and 
charged that the defendants, “with force and arms at and in the county 
aforesaid, a certain wire fence (enclosing a pasture) several hundred 
yards lone: the property of H. C. Lefler then and there situate, unlaw- 
fully, willfully and violently did cut and destroy for the space and dis- 
tance of 200 or 300 yards, and that the said William Biggers, James 
Day, John Biggers and M. C. Biggers, the said wire fence above de- 
scribed, by the means aforesaid, did then and there unlawfully and will- 
fully greatly i injure, deface nad damage,” ete. | 
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The rule laid down in this Court in S. v. Wise, 66 N. C., 120, was 
that where the Legislature had passed two acts in reference to the same | 
offense, and the later act changes the punishment, the indictment must, 
by proper averment, refer to the statute under which it was found, so 
that the court may see the exact character of the offense and the nature 
and measure of the punishment to be imposed. The Act of 1889 does 
not refer to section 1062 of The Code, and does not purport upon its 
face to amend it, nor are the provisions of the former act repugnant to 
those of the previous statute. Though a wire fence may be included in 
the generic term “fence,” the Act of 1846 (The Code, sec. 1062) was 
passed to protect enclosures made by stone walls, palings, or in any 
other way, around cultivated fields, pastures, churches or graveyards, 
while the later act manifestly might have been, and probably was, in- 
tended to protect fences made in the ordinary way by fastening wire to 
wooden posts, and erected as a barrier against trespassers on one side of 
a piece of land, while on the other three sides no impediment is placed 

in the way of those who would enter upon it. To constitute the 
(763) offense created by the later act, it is not necessary that the land 
_ should be completely surr ounded or enclosed, but it is sufficient 
if the wire fencing injured or destroyed be situate upon the land. Should 
the owner of a piece of woodland, abutting on a public or private high- 
way, erect of wire and posts, instead of using slats, an obstruction like 
that described in the case of S. v. Roberts, 101 N. C., 744, any person 
injuring or destroying it would now be guilty of a musdemennon cogniz- 
able in the court of a justice of the peace, but the facts agreed upon in 
the case would not now, any more than in the year 1888, sustain a charge 
of injuring a fence enclosing land preferred in the Superior Court, unless 
it were averred and proven that it surrounded a cultivated field, a pas- 
ture, a church or a graveyard. Indeed, 1¢ is not improbable that the 
opinion in that case, published in the Fall of 1888, suggested the pro- 
priety of allowing landholders to protect their land against trespassers 
by the use of wire fences. 

The indictment charges the cutting, destroying and injuring of a wire 
fence “enclosing a pasture,” and the State was bound to prove the aver- 
ment as made that the fence did enclose a pasture. On the other hand, 
no such averment is necessary in the indictment under the Act of 1889, 
and though it might lie in a case where a wire fence in fact surrounded 
a field or pasture, it would be as unnecessary to aver that as to set forth 
the fact that a wire fence enclosed a piece of woodland. 

Where two statutes are not in conflict, it is familiar learning that 
an indictment is often so drawn that it may be sustained under ee 
just as it often happens that an indictment may be held good as 
charge of the statutory offense, or the offense growing out of the same 
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transaction at common law. There is no conflict between the two enact- 
ments. The later act was passed to protect landowners against a wrong 
that the court had declared was not indictable under the previous act. 

The principle (stated in 8. v. Long, 78 N. ©., 571, and approved 
in 8S. v. Williams, 97 N. C., 456) that the pe peal a an act pend- (764) 
ing a prosecution for the ORense ereated under it arrests the pro- | 
ceeding and withdraws all authority to pronounce judgment, even after 
conviction, has no application in our case, because the two statutes are 
not repugnant, and there was no necessity for a clause saving indict- 
ments already pending, unless there had been some conflict. A later. 
statute is held to repeal by implication an older enactment with which 
it is irreconcilably inconsistent to the extent of such repugnancy; but 
the two must be reconciled, if it can be done by any fair construction. 
S. v. Massey, 103 N. C., 358; 8. v. Custer, 65 N. C., 339. 

We attach no importance to the fact that the Act of 1889 went into 
effect on t June, 1889, and that the indictment was found at the Fall 
Term, 1889, and the appeal being by the State from an order arresting 
judgment, we cannot look beyond the record and take notice of the testi- 
mony offered. 

We think the indictment is good under section 1062 of The Code, 
which is not modified or repealed in whole or in part by the Act ae 
1889. The bill being otherwise in the usual form, or containing all that 
is essential of approved precedents used in indictments under the pro- 
visions of The Code referred to, it is not material that a particular 
kind of fence was specified instead of using the generic term. The words 
“enclosing a pasture,’ in the connection in which they appear in the 
bull, constitute a sufficient averment that the fence injured or destroyed 
surrounded and enclosed a pasture. 

There was no ground for arresting the judgment, and, therefore, the 
judgment of the court below is 

Reversed. 


Cited: WS. v. Parker, 1389 N. C., 587; 8. v. Perkins, 141 N. C., 798; 
S. v. Godwin, 145 N. C., 464. 
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(765) | 
STATE y. R. P, ROSEMAN. 


Assault and Raion Deiay W spn enous vf ngury—J urisdiction— 
Punishment. 


An inaieenent charged that the defendant made an assault upon the prosecu- 
trix with a “deadly weapon, to wit, a club,” ete. On the trial it appeared 
that the defendant was the keeper of a jail and resided therein with his 
family; that his wife was seriously ill; that the prosecutrix was impris- | 
oned in the jail and was conducting herself in a loud, boisterous and. dis- 
orderly manner, and refused to desist when ordered by the defendant; 
that thereupon he took her to another apartment and gave her a severe 
whipping with a buggy whip, cutting the flesh on her back and arms. The 
defendant was convicted and fined $100: Held, (1) the Superior Court 
had jurisdiction; (2) the punishment was within the discretion .of the 
court below and would not be reviewed by the Supreme Court. 


InpictMENt tried at Spring Term, 1891, of Rowan, Bynum, J. 

. The indictment charges that the defendant made an assault upon the 
prosecutrix “with a certain deadly weapon, to wit, a club, of the length 
of 3 feet and 1 inch in diameter,” ete. He pleaded not guilty. On the 
trial it appeared that the prosecutrix was confined in the common jail 
of Rowan County, and the defendant was the keeper of the jail; that on 
one night she sang and made much disagreeable noise, to the discomfort 
of the defendant’s wife, who was lying in a room on the first story of the 
jail and very ill; that the prosecutrix refused to obey the jailer’s com- 
mand to cease making noise, ete. Whereupon, he carried her down (she 
was confined on the third floor) to the second floor and whipped her; 
that witness did not see him whipping her, as he (witness) was on the 
third floor, but heard the licks and heard the woman hollering; that he 

| hit her fifteen or twenty licks—some of the prisoners said twenty- 

(766) eight; that he then brought her back upstairs; her arms and 

back were cut and bleeding; that some of the prisoners told him 
he ought not to have whipped that woman that way, and that defendant 
‘said he had whipped her with a buggy whip, ete. 

The prosecutrix testified, among other things, that the defendant 
carried her down to the second floor, got a whip and whipped her; that 
she did not know how many licks he gave her; that she had on nothing 
but her chemise—her arms and neck were bare; that he cut the blood 
out of her arms and back; that it did not disable her; that the places 
healed up in a week or two; that the defendant did not take the shackles 
off her when he whipped her, etc. There was evidence tending to show 
that the prosecutrix was a low, bad woman, etc.; that the defendant had 
directed her to hush, and she would not, etc.; that his wife was very 
ill, ete. 
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_ There was a verdict of “guilty,” and judgment thereupon that the 
defendant pay a fine of $100, from which he appealed to this Court, 
assigning as error, first, that the court had not jurisdiction; and, 
secondly, that the fine was excessive. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
John W. Mauney for defendant.. 


Merrimon, C. J. Clearly, the court had jurisdiction. The indict- 
ment charges an assault with a deadly weapon, describing it, and that 
serious injury was done. The evidence certainly tended to prove that 
the assault was made with a deadly weapon, and that serlous damage 
was done; but if it had turned out that the evidence only proved a 
simple assault, the Superior Court would, nevertheless, have jurisdic- 
tion, might receive a verdict of “guilty,” and proceed to judgment, as_ 
- it did do. This is so, because that court has general jurisdiction of 
assaults, assaults and batteries, and affrays, and, haying gained 
jurisdiction in a particular case, it will continue to hold and (767) 
exercise the same until it shall be disposed of in the course of _ 
procedure. This is settled. The Code, sec. 892; S. v. Reaves, 85 N. C., 
553; 8. v. Ray, 89 N.C., 587; S. v. Huntley, 91 N. C., 617; 8. v. Shelly, 
98 N. C., 678; 8. v. Harnest, ib., 740; 8. v. Phillips, 104 N. C., 786. 

And so, also,-if a simple assault had been charged, this would have 
apparently given the Superior Court jurisdiction, and the burden would 
have been on the defendant to show that twelve months (Laws 1889, 
ch. 504) had not elapsed since the offense was committed, and the next 
before the Superior Court took SupCom S. v. Earnest, supra, and 
the cases there cited. 

It must be conceded that fie prosecwees behaved badly, and greatly - 
provoked and annoyed the defendant and distressed his sick wife; but 
she was in prison and helpless. While the jailer (the defendant) had 
the right to subdue her outbreak and keep her in subordination by rea- 
sonable and proper means, he had not the shadow of right to gratify 
his feelings of revenge or to inflict upon her such a cruel and terrible 
beating with a horse-whip. We cannot hesitate to say that the mjury 
inflicted was serious, and that the fine imposed was clearly within the 
discretion of the court. S. v. Miller, 94 N. C., 902, 904. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S.v. Nash, 108 N. C., 938. 
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(768) | 
STATE v. MARTIN PEEPLES. 


Bastardy—Presumption. 


1. It is not necessary that a bastardy proceeding should show affirmatively 
that the mother of the bastard was a single woman—that fact will be 
presumed. 


2. The fact that the mother of the alleged bastard was married only raises a- 
presumption that the child was legitimate. 


3. Where it appeared that the affidavit upon which a bastardy warrant issued 
was sworn before a justice of the peace by the mother, it will be pre- 
sumed to have been voluntarily made, nothing to the contrary being 
shown. 


BasTARDY PROCEEDING tried before Bynum, J., at February Term, 
1891, of Forsyrn, upon an appeal from a justice. 

The State introduced the affidavits of the woman, upon which the 
warrant had been issued, and rested its case. The defendant introduced 
no evidence, and asked the court to instruct the jury. that the affidavit 
was insufficient and not a prima facie case. The court refused, and 
instructed the jury to return a verdict against the defendant, and 
entered judgment thereon. Defendant appealed, and assigned as @x- 
ceptions: 

1. That 1t does not appear ie the affidavit of the woman was 
voluntary. 

2. That it did not appear by the affidavit that the mother was a 
single woman. ~ 

3. That the warrant did not conclude, “against the statute in such 
ease made and provided.” ; | 


Attorney-General and R. B. Glenn for the State. 
J. S. Grogan for the defendant. 


(769) Ozark, J. 1. An inspection of the affidavit shows that it was 
sworn out by the woman before a justice of the peace. It appears 
to be voluntary, and there is nothing to indicate the contrary. 

2. It is not necessary that it should appear affirmatively that the 
woman is a single woman. If she is a married woman, that is a matter 
of defense, and only then to the extent of raising a presumption that 
the child is legitimate. &. v. Pettaway, 10 N. C., 623. There is no pre- 
sumption of law that she is married rather than single; indeed, “it 1s 
to be assumed she is a single woman until it is made to appear that she 
is married.” 8S. v. Allison, 61 N. C., 346; S. v. Higgins, 72 N. C., 226. 
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In a very recent case (S..v. McDuffie, 107 N. C., 885), which was an 
‘indictment for fornication and adultery, it is held that the single state, 
being the first in order of time, is presumed to continue till a bras to 
the married state is shown. 

3. The proceeding is, in the main, civil in its nature (S.- v. Carson, 
19 N. C., 368; S. v. Pate, 44 N.C., 944: S.v. Higgins, supra), and the 
conclusion, “against the form of the statute,” etc., is unnecessary. But 
- were it a criminal action, such conclusion was mere form and immaterial, 
as has been repeatedly held. S. v. Sykes, 104 N. O., 694; 8. ». Kirk- 
man, 104 N. C., 911; S. v. Harris, 106 N. C., 682; " v. Peters, 107 
N. C., 876. | | of : 

Affirmed. : | 


—.. Crted: S. v. Cutshall, 109 N. C., 769; 8S. v. Hdwards, 110 N. C., 512; | 
S.v. Burton, 113 N. C., 668, 665; S. v. Ballard, 122 N. C., 1030; 8. ». 

Liles, 184 N. C., 787; 8. v. Blackley, 188 N. C., 622; 8. v. Connor, 142 

N. C., 708; 8. v. Craft, 168 N. C., 212. 7 7 
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| _ (770) | 
STATE v. WILL FESPERMAN, 


Assault i Battery—-J urisdiction—Deadly i ica 
Purnashment. 


1. Where the indictment charges an assault with a deadly weapon, but the 
proof shows a simple assault, committed within less than six (now twelve) 
months since the finding of the bill, the jurisdiction of the Superior Court 
is not ousted. 


2. Chapter 152, Laws 1891, does not take away the jurisdiction of the Superior 
Courts of assaults with deadly weapons when no serious injury has been 
inflicted. 


3. The Constitution makes the measure of punishment which a justice of the 
peace may impose the test of his exclusive jurisdiction in criminal actions ; 
therefore, an act which simply declares that justices of the peace shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction of certain offenses, without fixing the punish- 
ment within the constitutional limit, is inoperative, especially where there 
is an unrepealed statute leaving the punishment to the discretion of the | 
court. 


APPEAL at STANLY, Fall Term, 1890, from Bynum, J. 
Attorney-General for the State. 


N 0 counsel contra. | 
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Crark, J. The indictment charges an assault “with a certain deadly 
weapon, to wit, a shovel, of the weight of 5 pounds.” The special ver- 
dict finds that, in fact, the assault was made by the defendant with his 
fist and within six months before the true bill was found. It has been 
repeatedly held that when the indictment in the Superior Court charges 
an assault with a deadly weapon, the court retains jurisdiction, although 
in the proof simple assault only shall be shown. 8S. v. Ray, 89 N. C.,, 
587; S. v. Reaves, 85 N. C., 553; 8. »v. Cunningham, 94 N. C., 824; 

S. v. Harnest, 98 N. C, 740. The cases in which the Hpi tie on 
(771) of the Superior Conky. is ousted by showing that the assault was 

within six months (now twelve months by virtue of chapter 504, 
Laws 1889) before indictment found, are limited to those in which the 
charge in itself is of a simple assault. S. v. Porter, 101 N. C., 718, and 
cases there cited. The court below was, therefore, plainly in error in 
holding as the law stood at the time of the trial (1890), that the Superior 
Court did not have jurisdiction. 

It is insisted, however, that by virtue of chapter 152, Acts 1891, a 
magistrate has no ‘urisdiction of an assault with a deadly Weapon if no > 
serious damage was done. There is in the act no exception as to pend- 
ing actions, and the present case differs in that respect from 8. v. Watts, 
85 N. C.,, BIT. But if it is conceded that the act applies to pending 
cases, we ‘are of opinion that it does not confer jurisdiction of assaults 
with a deadly weapon upon magistrates in any case. 

The Constitution restricts the Jurisdiction of magistrates in criminal 
matters to cases “where the punishment cannot exceed a fine of $50 or . 
imprisonment for thirty days.” It 1s not competent, therefore, for the 
Legislature to confer jurisdiction upon magistrates of any offenses of 
which the punishment affixed by law may exceed that limit. -The Code, 
sec. 987, which was not amended, still prescribes that assaults with a 
deadly weapon may be punished by a fine and imprisonment, in the dis- 
cretion of the court. It is true that chapter 152, Laws 1891, amending 
The Code, sec. 892, purports to give magistrates exclusive original juris- 
diction of all assaults in which no serious damage is done, and of all 
criminal matters arising in their counties “where the punishment pre- 
scribed by law shall not exceed a fine of $50 or imprisonment for thirty 
days.” We might surmise that the intention was to confer jurisdiction 
upon magistrates in cases where, though a deadly weapon was used, no 
serious damage was inflicted. But the punishment for assaults with a 

deadly weapon in all cases, whether serious damage is or is not 
(772) inflicted, being left unchanged—“fine and imprisonment, in the 
discretion of the court” (The Code, sec. 987)—whatever may or 
may not have been the legislative intent in amending The Code, sec. 892, 
the amendatory act could not confer upon the justice’s court jurisdiction 
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of an offense the punishment affixed to which may exceed the constitu- 
tional limit of such court. The Constitution makes the punishment 
which the court has authority to impose the test of a magistrate’s juris- 
diction. It was competent for the Legislature to reduce the punishment 
of this offense within the jurisdiction of a justice, and the justice would 
thereupon, ipso facto, acquire jurisdiction even without further pro- 
vision, but an act in terms prescribing that a justice of the peace shall 
have jurisdiction of an offense, without reducing the punishment within 
the constitutional limitation upon that offense, is of no effect. This has 
been often decided. S. v. Perry, 71 N. C., 522; 8. v. Cherry, 72 N. C., 
123; S. v. Heidelburg, 70 N. C., 496; S. vo. Vermington, T1 N. C., 264. 
The judgment is reversed and the case remanded, that the court below 
may pass sentence upon the special verdict in accordance with this 
opinion. 
Reversed. 


Cited: S.v. Proce, 111 N. C., 705; S. v. Wynne, 116 N. C., 98558. v. 
Fritz, 183 N. C., 728; 8. vo. Taylor, 1b., 757; S. v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 744; 
S. v. Lewis, 142 N. C., 680; 8. v. Hooker, 145 N. C., 581; 8. v. Holder, 
153 N. C., 608; S. v. McAden, 162 N. C., 577; S. v. Hyman, 164 N. C., 
414, 415; 8. v. Harnhardi, 170 N. C., 730. | 


STATE v. WILLIAM KIRBY. 


Disturbing Religious Congregations. 


The defendant and another engaged in a fight about 35 yards from a church, 
in which, at the time, a congregation was engaged in religious worship. 
One who was present at the fight ran to the church and called out, “They 
are fighting at the fire,” whereby the congregation was disturbed. The 
jury found that the congregation would not have been disturbed but for 
the fact of their attention being called to the fight in the manner de- 
scribed: Held, the defendant was not guilty of disturbing a religious 
congregation. 


Inpictment for disturbing a religious congregation, tried (773) 
before Bynum, J., at March Term, 1891, of WivKzs. 3 

~The jury found, as a special verdict, that the defendant and another 
engaged in a fight outside of, and about 35 yards from, the church, 
while the congregation was assembled for divine worship; that during 
the fight some one ran to the church and called out, “They are fighting 
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out yonder at the fire,’ whereupon many of the congregation ran out 
and services suspended; that when the members of the congregation got 
out to the fire the fight was over. The jury further found that the 
language used by the defendants during the fight and quarrel was not 
loud enough to have disturbed the congregation, and they were not dis- 
turbed by the fuss at the fire, and would not have been disturbed if 
some one had not run to the church and called out that they were 
fighting. 

The court being of opinion, upon the facts found, that the defendant 
was not guilty, so held, and the verdict and judgment were accordingly 
entered. Appeal by the State. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for the defendant. 


Crarx, J., after stating the case: The special verdict having found 
as a fact that “the congregation was not disturbed by the fuss (1.e., the 
quarrel and fight) at the fire,” we do not see how it could be held that 
the congregation was, notwithstanding, disturbed thereby. 

It is found that the congregation was disturbed by some one excitedly 
reporting that there was a fight. This was not the act of the defendant, 
nor was it necessarily the result of his actions. It should have appeared 
clearly, and not by inference only, that by the judgment of the court the. 

defendant was discharged (9. v. Hazell, 95 N. C., 623), but the 
(774) Attorney-General admits that such was the fact, and consents 
that the record may be amended so as to show it. 

Affirmed. 


STATE vy. E. W. STUBBS. 
Fornication and Adultery—Evidence—Indictment. 
1. The declarations of a party made after the commission of the offense with 


which he is charged, not res geste, are incompetent as evidence for him. 


2. The rejection of evidence cumulative in its nature and of slight TA DOLEBHCE 
will not constitute ground for a new trial. 

8. Evidence of the conduct of persons indicted for fornication ma adultery, 
since the institution of the prosecution, may be received in explanation of 
their relations prior to the time of the finding of the bill. 


4 An indictment for fornication and adultery which did not charge that 
defendants did “lewdly and lasciviously associate,” etc., but does charge 
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that they “unlawfully did associate, bed and cohabit together, and did 
then and there commit fornication and eguienys sufficiently describes the 
offense, 


AppraL at Carawsa, Fall Term, 1890, from Armfield, J. 
The defendant, and a feme defendant who did not appeal, were 
indicted for the offense of fornication and adultery, and pleaded not 
guilty. There was a trial and verdict of guilty, and judgment thereon, 
from which the male defendant appealed to this Court. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrion, C. J. The feme defendant, on the cross-examination of 
a witness for the State, asked the latter whether, on some occasion while 
she was in possession of property of the male defendant, and 
before the indictment, she had not told the witness that her (775) 
brother had driven her from home and that her father had paid 
the male defendant, who had married her cousin, to take her on his farm 
as a work hand. 

The guestion had reference to ee of the feme defendant 
made after the offense charged in the indictment. The evidence, if 
material, was properly rejected. What a party says exculpatory of him- 
self after the offense was committed, and not part of the res geste, is 
not evidence for him. Otherwise, he might make evidence for himself. 
S.v. McNair, 93 N. C., 628, and cases there cited; S. v. Ward, 103 N. C., 
419; S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 744, 

The appellant testified in le own behalf, and was asked if ing ad not 
heard the feme defendant’s father order her to leave bis house, and if 
he had not seen letters from her father and brother declaring she could 
not stay at her father’s house. Upon objection, the court excluded refer- 
ence to the letters. The evidence seems to have been of slight impor- 
tance, and the mere mention of letters was simply cumulative, if evidence 
at all. The exclusion complained of was, in any view of it, too slight 
to constitute ground for a new trial. Whitehurst v. Hyman, 90 N. C., 
487; McGowan v. R. R., 95 N. C., 417; Livingston v. Dunlap, 99 N. C., 
268. 

The State produced evidence tending to show that the defendants 
had been seen driving together since the prosecution began, and this was 
received in connection with other evidence going to show their lascivious 
association within two years next before this action began. As to this 
evidence the court instructed the jury “that they could only find the 
defendants guilty upon proof of this association—bedding and cohabit- 
ing with each other within two years next before the finding of the 
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(776) bill of indictment—but that the evidence offered of acts before 
that time, and also acts after finding of the bill of indictment, 


_. should be considered by them as explaining the relation of the par- 


ties within the two years preceding the finding of the bill.” This is 
assigned as error. The objection is unfounded. ‘The evidence objected 
to was received in connection with other pertinent evidence, and as tend- 
ing in some degree to prove the adulterous character of the association 
of the parties. S. v. Guest, 100 N. C., 410; 8. v. Wheeler, 104 N. C.,, 
893. 

The motion in arrest of judgment cannot be allowed. The indictment 
sufficiently charges the substance of the offense. It does not charge, 
in the terms of the statute, as regularly it should do, that the defendants 
did “lewdly and lasciviously associate,” etc., but it does charge that they 
“unlawfully did associate, bed and cohabit together, and then and there 
did commit fornication and adultery, contrary to the form of the stat- 
ute,” etc., and it also charged that they were “not unifed together in 
marriage.” All this must imply that they did “lewdly and lasciviously 
associate.” 8. v. Lashley, 84 N. C., 754. It is always safer and better 
to charge the statutory offense in the words of the statute, when this can 
be conveniently done, but when the offense is charged substantially, in 
all respects, the indictment must be upheld as sufficient. 

There is no error, and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Varner, 115 N. C., 745; S. v. Mace, 118 N. C., 1247; 
S.v. Raby, 121 N. C., 683; Kinney v. Kinney, 149 N. C., 326; 8. v. 
Peterson, 1b., 585; S. v. Briét, 150 N. C., 812. 


CT) 
| STATE vy. W. M. HALL. 


Forgery—Indictment— Mistrial. 


1. While an intent to defraud is an essential element of forgery, it is not 
essential that any person be actually defrauded, or that any act be done 
other than the fraudulent making or altering of the instrument. 


2. An indictment charging an intent to defraud A may be sustained by proof 
of an intent to defraud A and B. 


3. It is not now necessary in an indictment for forgery to allege the name 
of the party intended to be defrauded. The Code, sec. 1191. 


4. The trial court may, in its discretion, direct a mistrial as to one of the 
defendants in an indictment, and proceed. to verdict and judgment as to 


the others. 
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5. The forgery of an order containing a request that the person intended to 
‘be defrauded would send the defendant certain goods therein named as a 
misdemeanor at common law, and an indictment therefor may be sus- 
tained independent of the statute on the subject. 


Apprat at Fall Term, 1890, of Stanry, from Bynum, J. 
The defendant and one Freeman were indicted at Fall Term, 1889, 
for forgery of the following paper-writing: 
> 


Mr. Miller, pleas send me 3 gals. whiskey I will send you money.” | 
Doren SHAVER. 


Dee. the 24th 1888. 


There were two counts in the bill of indictment, the first charging. 
the forgery with intent to defraud Miller, and the second with intent 
to defraud Shaver. 

At Spring Term, 1890, the defendants were put upon their tial 
The defendant Freeman was convicted, but the jury having failed to 
agree upon a verdict as to the defendant Hall, the court directed a mis- 
trial as to him. At Fall Term, 1890, he was ane placed on trial. 

It was in evidence that Miller and one Basinger were partners, dis- 
tilling and selling liquor; that the order set out in the bill was fraudu- 
lently signed by said Hall without the authority of Shaver; that it was 
presented at the place of business of Miller & Basinger to Basinger by 
said Freeman, who obtained the liquor on it and delivered it subse- 
quently to Hall. The other facts were not set out, as there was no 
exception taken to the evidence. | 

The defendant asked the following instructions: | (778) 

1. That there is a variance between the allegations contained 
in the bill of indictment and the proof, in that the bill of indictment 
alleges that the order alleged to be a forgery was made with an intent 
to defraud Manuel Miller, while the proof showed that the whiskey 
was obtained from James Basinger. 

2. There is no proof that any whiskey was obtained on the order 
from Miller. 

The court refused the instructions asked, and, in lieu apace charged 
the jury that if they found the fact to be that Miller & Becinger were 
partners in Rowan County, that defendant, in Stanly County, signed 
the order as set forth in the bill of indictment, that the charge in the 
bill to defraud Miller would be sustained by this proof if Basinger filled 
the order believing it to have been signed by Shaver. 

To this defendant excepted, and also to the refusal to Ba the special 
instructions asked. 

Verdict of “guilty.” Judgment. Appeal by serendauk 
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Attorney-General for the State. 
J.B, Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


Crark, J., after stating the case: To constitute forgery it is essential 
that there is an intent to defraud. It is not essential that any one be 
actually defrauded, or that any act be done other than the fraudulent 
making or altering the writing. The forgery of the order upon Miller 
aud its presentation to his partner was,evidence, ample, of the intent 
to defraud. 8. v. Lane, 80 N. C., 407; 8S. v. Morgan, 19 N. C., 348. 
_It was immaterial whether Miller himself, or Basinger for him, as his 
partner, filled the order, or, indeed, whether the order was filled at all or 
not. This is not an indictment for obtaining goods under false pretense. 

Indeed, upon an allegation of an intent to defraud A, it is not a 
(779) variance to show an intent to defraud A and B. 1 Whart. Cr. 

Law, 713, 743a. And, in fact, it was not necessary to allege the 
name of any person or corporation intended to be defrauded, The Code, 
sec. 1191. Besides, there was no instruction refused or exception taken 
to the charge as to the second count. The alleged errors were clearly 
such as could not have affected the verdict on the second count. This 
being so, and there being a general verdict of guilty on both counts, 
with but one sentence imposed, the law will apply it to the verdict upon — 
the count to which no exception was assigned. S. v. Toole, 106 N.C, 
736. , | 
The defendant moves here in arrest of judgment— 

1. Because, having been indicted jointly with Freeman, who was 
found guilty at the former term, it was error to make a mistrial as to 
the defendant and try him alone at the next term. Mistrials (except in 
capital cases) and severances are matters within the discretion of the 
trial judge. We see, therefore, nothing, to review 1n the course pursued 
here. When several defendants are indicted jointly, it is not unusual 
to try one or more, and issue capiases for others not taken, or, 1f taken, 
there may be a continuance as to some of the defendants, in the dis- 
cretion of the court. Besides, there was no exception at the time, and 
it is too late to raise this objection after verdict. 

2. The second ground urged in arrest of judgment is that the order 
is not such as is the subject of forgery under the statute. That is 
true, but the indictment is good for misdemeanor at common law. 
S. v. Lamb, 65 N. C., 419; 8. vo. Leak, 80 N. C., 403; 8. v. Covington, 
94 N. C., 918. And being an offense committed with intent to defraud, 
the sentence imposed is within the limit authorized by The Code, sec. 
1097. There is 

No error. 


Cited: S.v. Robbins, 123 N. C., 738. 
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| (780) 
STATE v. W. A. AUSTIN anp ELLEN BROOKS. 


Forncation and Adultery—H vidence—Character—H usband and Wife— 
Witness—V erdict—W aver. 


1, On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, much testimony 
had been introduced tending to prove the unlawful relations of the de- 
fendants. One witness testified that he met the male defendant one night 
within a short distance of the female defendant’s house, going in that 
direction when he (defendant) said he was going to another place, and 
that on a subsequent investigation of the matter he denied making such 
statement: Held, that the evidence was competent as corroborative of 
other testimony of visits to female defendant’s residence. | 


. A declaration of the wife of defendant, made in his presence in the course 
of a public investigation of the charge, and the reply made by him thereto, 
is competent evidence against him. 


ko 


3. A witness testified that the character of the defendant was good, notwith- 
standing that on a former trial of the offense charged, the jury had been 
unable to agree on a verdict, whereupon the defendant proposed to ask 
the witness what was the current report as to how the jury was divided: 
Held, to be incompetent. 


4, Two witnesses testified that they saw the defendants in actual sexual inter- 
course, and there was other evidence of the male defendant stealthily 
visiting the female defendant’s house at night, being in a room alone 
with her and the lights extinguished, and of other circumstances of a 
suspicious nature: Held, it was not error to refuse to charge the jury, 
that if they were not satisfied of the guilt of defendants from the evi- 
dence of the witnesses to the actual fact they should acquit. 


. A person charged with an offense has a right to have the verdict rendered 
in the presence of the judge; but, except in capital cases, this right may 
be waived and the verdict received by the clerk. 


Ol 


6. The presence of counsel at the rendition of a verdict has never been held 
to be essential to its validity. 


AppEeAL at August Term, 1890, of Mecxtenpure Criminal Court; 
Meares, J. 7 
The indictment was found in Union County, and removed for trial. | 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. — (781) 
D, A. Covington for defendants. | 


CrarKx, J. The defendants were indicted for fornication and adultery. 
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Exception 1.—~One Helms, a witness for the State, testified that he 
met the male defendant one night about two hundred yards from the 
female defendant’s house, going in the direction of her house, and the 
defendant told him he was going to Coleman Stewart’s to meet Elliott 
(an Alliance lecturer) and when this matter was tried before the Alliance 
the defendant denied telling him so and denied meeting him. To this 
defendant objected. There was evidence by many. witnesses of the de- 
fendant Austin making nocturnal visits to the female defendant’s house; 
of being seen in the room alone with her at night; of going into her 
room, the light being put out; and of leaving his horse hitched out at 
night, and going with his shoes-off to her house; of walking up a stream 
to conceal his tracks; of being seen embracing her and the like. The 
evidence, therefore, of his being seen near her house after dark, going 
in that direction, and his saying he was going to meet an Alliance lec- 
turer, which statement he denied on the Alliance trial, when it was shown 
that he did not meet the Alliance lecturer on that night, and also his 
denial of meeting the witness, was competent as a circumstance tending 
to corroborate the other evidence of his visits by night to his codefendant. 

“Every circumstance calculated to throw light on the alleged crime 
and aid the jury in coming to a correct conclusion is competent.” S. v. 
Bishop, 98 N. C., 778, and cases there cited; S. v. Christmas, 101 N. C., 
749. | | 

Exception 2.—The same witness stated, the defendants objecting, that 

at the Alliance trial (they having been on trial before the local 
(782) Alliance for expulsion for this offense) the defendant Austin’s 

wife said that she could account for her husband except that night 
Helms said he had met him; that her husband got on his horse that night 
and rode off, saying he was going to Coleman Stewart’s, and the defend- 
ant Austin had thereupon rephed that he did tell his wife so, but after 
riding one hundred yards he turned and rode back unseen by any one, 
and went into a room which was not his bedroom and which he was not 
in the habit of occupying, and slept till nearly daylight, when he rode 
off to Coleman Stewart’s. This evidence was competent as being a state- 
ment made by the defendant as to his whereabouts and doings, there 
being evidence that he did not get to Coleman Stewart’s till next morn- 
ing. What his wife said was competent from having been made in his 
presence, and from being replied to by him, and as having drawn out 
his statement. 

Exception 3—One Winchester, witness for the defense, testified that 
the character of the defendants was good. On cross-examination, he was 
asked if he would say that the character of the defendants was good at 
the time, notwithstanding the Alliance trial and the hung jury at the 
trial held in the Superior Court of Union County, and the witness 
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answered “Yes.” On the redirect examination, the defendant’s counsel _ 
asked the witness if he knew of his own knowledge how the hung jury 
stood, or how they were divided, and he answered “No.” The defendant’s 
counsel then proposed to ask the witness how the current report or the 
general rumor was as to how the “hung jury” was divided. On objec- 
tion by the State, the question was ruled out, and the defendants ex- 
cepted. The law does not countenance or permit the endless ramification 
and the countless collateral issues which such a course of examination 
would introduce. It was held incompetent, on a question as to character, 
to prove a general report as to any particular act done by the | 
party whose character was being testified to. S. v. Bullard, 100 (783) 
N. C., 486. It was, therefore, certainly incompetent to show in 

what degree certain twelve men were rumored to have differed in opinion 
as to a certain act alleged to have been done by the defendants. It was 
only competent to show the general reputation for character—not the 
general reputation as to any particular act—still less the reputation how 
certain men thought as to the truth of a certain alleged particular act. 
As a test of the witness, it is competent to ask him to name persons 
whom he has heard say that the character of the person in question was 
good or bad. S. v. Perkins, 66 N. C., 126. The rule extends no further. 
It was, therefore, incompetent for the State to ask the question as to 
the “hung jury.” The defendant did not object to it. He should have 
done so, or have asked the court to strike it out. It was no correction of 
the error to extend the error still further by incompetent and irrelevant 
inquiries. The court, at least, gave the defendant the same amount of 
license when it permitted him to show, if he could, if the witness knew 
how the jury stood. It appeared that he did not, and the court properly . 
refused to inquire as to the reputation of how the jury had stood. The 
witness was one out of some sixty examined in this case. He was testi- 
fying as to the good character of the defendant, and the investigation 
as to how far his opinion as to the general character of the defendants 
should be discredited by the effect: which would probably be had on the 
pubhie mind by the report as to how a former jury had divided in opin- 
ion as to an act of the defendant (for that is the only legal bearing 
and relevancy of the testimony) when he had stated he did not know 
how they’ stood, 1s too remote from the issue, which was, whether the 
defendants, a married man and a widow, had lewdly and lasciviously 
bedded and cohabited together. In no part of a trial at nisi prius is the 
disposition “to run rabbits” more strongly developed than in the ex- 
amination of character witnesses. The courts have always repressed 
it. Its indulgence beyond the well recognized legal limits can serve 
no good purpose. It would serve (if not repressed) to open 

— old seandals, confuse the jury with multiplicity of issues and pro- (784) 
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long to a needless and expensive length the trial of causes, without any 
compensation in the better investigation of the truth as to the real issue | 
before the court and jury. It is better super stare antiquas vias. 
Exception 4.—The defendants asked the court to charge that the only 
direct evidence of criminal intimacy between the defendants which had 
been testified in this case was that of Bob Marsh and John Brooks, and 
if the jury should not believe this evidence, or should entertain a reason- 
able doubt as to the truth thereof, it would be their duty to acquit. 
These two witnesses had testified to finding the defendants in actual 
sexual intercourse. There was testimony by other witnesses of the male 
defendant stealthily visiting the chamber of the female by night and 
remaining some hours; of his going to and coming from her room by 
night with his shoes off; of being in a room alone with her and then 
~ extinguishing the light, and his subsequently being discovered in the act 
of endeavoring to escape from the room unperceived; of their riding to- 
gether in a buggy after sun-down; of his kissing her, and much other 
evidence tending to show an immoral intimacy. The instruction asked, 
therefore, was, 1n effect, that unless the jury believed the testimony as 
to the defendants being seen in the very act, it was their duty to acquit. 
The instruction was properly refused. S. v. Poteet, 30 N. C., 23; 8. v. 
Eliason, 91 N. C., 564. Besides, the instruction, if given, would have 
been a clear violation of the statute forbidding the judge to express an 
opinion upon the weight of the testimony. The Code, sec. 413; /Jack- 
son v. Comrs., 76 N. C., 282. In telling the jury the value to be given 
to the testimony, with that of these two witnesses omitted, the court 
would necessarily have given its opinion as to the weight of their 
(785) testimony, and so, by varying the prayers for instructions with 
the names of the different witnesses, the court, by a process of 
elimination, might be called on to express its opinion as to the value 
to be given to the testimony of each and every witness. 

Exception 5.—As soon as the jury had retired, after receiving the | 
charge, the court instructed the clerk, from the bench, in a clear and 
distinct voice, to receive the verdict, and to have the defendants present. 
The defendants’ counsel had then left the court-room, and the defendants 
had no knowledge of and did not consent to the order. On the return 
of the jury the clerk received the verdict, both defendants being present. 
The defendants afterwards moved for a new trial and in arrest of judg- 
ment, on the ground that the verdict was received in the absence of the 
judge and of defendants’ counsel and in the recess of the court. The 
ease also states that while the jury were considering their verdict the 
judge remarked in the presence of the defendants’ counsel that he had 
instructed the clerk to receive the verdict, and the counsel made no re- 
sponse; that as the jury came into the courthouse the clerk told another 
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of defendants’ counsel that he was going in to take the verdict; that he 
asked if the judge was present, and the clerk replied that he was not, 
and had instructed him (the clerk) to receive the verdict; that the coun- 
sel then did not go into the court-room, but went to the solicitor and 
told him of the conversation; that in reply to the solicitor’s inquiry 
if he would consent to the clerk’s receiving the verdict, he replied that 
he would not, but before the solicitor could reach the court-room the 

verdict had been rendered. | | 

The defendants had the right to have the verdict rendered in the 
presence of the judge, and it is best that it should always be done. But 
_ it is certainly competent, except in capital cases, for it to be received 

by the clerk if no exception is made, and the opportunity is given the 
defendant to object, “and such practice is very common.” Pear- 
son, C. J., in Houston v. Potts, 65 N. C., 41. Indeed, in all cases (786) 
not capital the defendant may even waive his own right to be 
present, either expressly (S. v. Epps, 76 N. C., 55) or by voluntarily 
withdrawing himself from the jurisdiction of the court (S. v. Kelly, 97 
N. C., 404; 8. v. Jacobs, 107 N. C., 772), though his counsel cannot 
Waive: it for him. &. v. Jenkins, 84. N, C., 812. 

In the present instance the defendants were both present in the court- 
room when the verdict was rendered, and made no objection to the ab- 
sence of the judge or of their sotneel Had they done so, doubtless the 
judge and counsel would have been sent for, or if that had been refused 
the defendants could have then presented the matter as ground for new 
trial to the court below, and if refused, have appealed. It is true the 
case states that the defendants did not expressly consent to the verdict 
being received in the judge’s absence but they permitted it to be re- 
ceived in his absence.without objection; they were presumably in the 
court-room when, on the retirement of the jury, the judge instructed the 
clerk to receive the verdict, and made no objection, and the judge told 
one of the counsel, personally of such instruction, and received no indi- 
cation of objection; the clerk, before receiving the verdict, told the other 
counsel that he was then on his way to do so and received no objection, 
though an objection then from the counsel or from the defendants would 
have doubtless caused the judge to be sent for. It is true counsel after- 
wards told the solicitor he did not consent, but too late to stop the ren- 
dition of the verdict. If he wished the iudge to Pe sent for, why did he 
not make that statement to the clerk? 

It is not suggested that the defendants were piudiie! in any way 
by the judge’s absence. If there was any evidence indicating that they 
had been, we are sure their able and astute counsel would have pointed 
it out, and the just judge who tried the cause would promptly 
have set the verdict aside. The motion seems rather based upon (787) 
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a dislike to the tenor of the verdict itself, and a desire to be relieved 
from it than upon any grievance sustained by the manner of its rendi- 
tion. The presence of counsel at the rendition of the verdict has 
never been held essential to its validity. S. v. Jones, 91 N. C., 654. 
Besides, counsel had notice that the clerk was about to receive the ver- 
dict, and did not go in the court-room, nor did he object to the absence 
of the judge, as he a then have done had he chosen to do so. 
eae | 


Cited: Ferrell v. Hales, 119 N. C., 212; pene v. Alley, 167 N.-C., 
368; 8. v. Killian, 173 N.C., 796. 


STATE vy. E. H. NHIS. 


Retatling—Sale—Cooperative Club. 


On indictment for retailing spirituous liquors without license, it appears that 
defendant, as steward of a club, was given a jug of liquor by individual 
members thereof, who owned the liquor in common, and that he furnished 
to one of such members a drink from the jug, taking ten cents in exchange. 
The amount received was just about the value of the liquor furnished, 
and was used with other money so received from other joint owners of 
the liquor in replenishing the jug: Held, that there was a sale. Follow- 
ing S. v. Lockyear, 95 N. C., 683. 


InpicrmenrT for retailing spirituous liquors without license, tried be- 
fore Moore, J., at January Term, 1891, of Buncomsr Criminal Court. 
The jury returned a special verdict, the nineteenth paragraph of 
which is as follows: 
“That on. 28 April, 1890, the defendant, at the club house of the Cos- 
mopolitan Club in the city of Asheville, furnished and dealt out to the 
said W. E. Williamson a small quantity, to wit, a drink, of 
(788) spirituous liquor, so held by the defendant as aforesaid, the said 
drink being a quantity less than a quart, and being taken by said 
defendant from a demijohn in which some other members, as aforesaid, 
had an equal quantity of liquor with said Williamson, and at the same 
time and place received from said Williamson the sum of ten cents in 
the legal currency of the United States, which sum was about the value 
of the quantity of said spirituous. liquor so furnished as aforesaid, and 
that said defendant thereupon handed the said sum of money to the said 
E.' J. Holmes, who afterwards expended 1t for the purchase of other 
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spirituous liquors for the said Williamson, and turned the same over to 
the custody of the defendant for the replenishment of the stock of liquor 
of said Williamson.” . 

‘The other facts sufficiently appear in the opinion. Upon the special 
verdict the court held that the defendant was not guilty, and ordered 
his discharge. Appeal by the State. | 


J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for the State.” 
FI’. H. Busbee for the defendant. 


Crark, J. The transaction presented by the special verdict, stripped 
of surplusage, is this: The defendant was steward of the Cosmopolitan 
Club, of Asheville, and was indicted for selling spirituous liquor to its 
members. In consequence of the decision in the analogous case of S. v. 
Lockyear, 95 N. C., 633 (the state of facts being the same), he pleaded 
guilty. The club thereupon distributed a part of the hquors on hand 
to certain of its members, who placed them in the hands of the defend- 
ant to be held by him, not for the club, as a club, but for those indi- 
vidual members of the club as tenants in common, the share of each 
not being kept separate, but mingled in the same casks, jars and 
demijohns. From time to time, as each of those members wished, (789) 
he obtained drinks from the defendant for himself and friends, 
paying therefor in money (or giving tickets, afterwards redeemed in 
money), as near as may be, the cost price of the drinks so furnished, 
and with the money the defendant from time to time replenished ke 
stock of liquors. 

We can see in this transaction no sibannviall distinction from the 
facts in Lockyear’s case. There, the steward of the club, as a club, 
received the money for drinks furnished at cost, and with the money 
replenished the stock of liquors. Here, the individuals of the club, 
treating themselves as unorganized, furnished through defendant to 
themselves from a common stock the drinks at cost, and with the money 
received therefor replenished the common stock. : 

When, in the present case, an individual received drinks for himself 
and friends, he clearly did not receive the identical liquor which be- 
longed to himself, but he received liquor which belonged mostly to 
others, and in which he had a minute undivided interest. For his 
money he received in exchange liquor which belonged to several others 
as well as to himself, and converted it to his sole and separate use. 
Before the transaction, the money was solely his and the liquor belonged 
to several. By virtue of the transaction, and in exchange for the money, 


*The Attorney-General being interested in the case, did not appear in it. 
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the liquor became his sole and separate property. This is surely a sale. 
It has every element of a sale. It cannot affect the transaction that 
subsequently the defendant would purchase the same amount of liquor 
in value for the party paying the money and mingle it in the common 
stock. This last act is that of a member of an association keeping up 
his quota of contribution to the common stock; the other is the purchase 
by a member of an association from its common agent, and the character | 
and purport of the act are not changed by the subsequent contribution. 
Tt could make no difference that, here, the defendant was the 
(790) agent of the individual members of the club, acting as an un- 
organized body, and that in Lockyear’s case the, salesman was 

agent of individuals acting as an organized club. 

If an agent is appointed by several tenants in common to dispose of 
real or personal property, and he does dispose of any part thereof in 
exchange for money, it is none the less a sale because the party paying 
the money and receiving such part to his own use happens to be one of 
the tenants in common. 

And it would still be a sale, although afterwards the money so received 
should be invested in the purchase of similar property held by the same 
tenancy 1n common. 

The dealing here is simply what is known as “codperation,” which is 
an arrangement by which a member of an association procures supplies 
from the association at cost. The object and the effect of codperation 
are not to abolish purchases, for the member still buys from the associa- 
tion, but to procure supplies at cost. This transaction is necessarily 
either a partition in severalty to the tenant in common, or a purchase. 
It is clearly not a partition to each tenant in common in severalty of 
his undivided portion in the common stock, and it is plain that such is 
not the purpose and intent of the parties, for money is received in 
exchange, and it is to be used to obtain more liquor. Besides, the person 
obtaining the liquor not only does not obtain the identical liquor belong- 
ing to him, but he could very rarely, if ever, phim his exact aliquot 
part unless the stock became very low. 

In an almost exactly similar state of facts in S. v. Hssex Club, 58 
N. J. L., 99, Van Sickle, J., says: “The liquor is not the property of 
the member before it is separated from the common mass and delivered 
to him under his promise to pay for it, but the property of the company. 

It is not the property of the member until after the delivery and > 
(791) appropriation of it by him to his own use. If he should clan- 
destinely enter the club house at night and regalé himself with 
the liquors of the club, it would prove a very shallow defense to an 
indictment for larceny if he set up that he was a codwner of the prop- 
erty. As well might a bank cashier, who was likewise a shareholder in 
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the bank, set up a like plea to a charge of embezzlement. Such specious 
defenses ‘have recelved no countenance, except in prosecutions for the 
illegal sale of ardent spirits.” 

The fact specially found, that the membership of the club is “com- 
posed of gentlemen of the highest social standing,” does not throw any 
light upon the transaction, except that it may be reasonably supposed 
that they have no desire to evade the law, and by this proceeding wish 
merely to procure a construction as to the legal nature of this trans- 
action. No set of men have any special privileges under our Constitu- 
tion, and the parties interested must pay a license tax if other citizens 
pay it, and be prohibited altogether when others are prohibited. 

Nor can it make any difference that no profit was intended to be 
realized, but that as near as possible the drinks are to be furnished at 
cost. Profit 1s not a necessary ingredient of a sale. Indeed, many sales 
are made at a loss. Besides, if the defendant’s contention was sound, 
“cooperative barrooms” would spring up on all sides, and the Revenue 
Act, as to the sale of hquor, or the prohibition laws where they prevail, 
would be a nullity. If the gentlemen composing the Cosmopolitan Club, 
of Asheville, can be exempted from the license tax by the simple device 
of treating themselves as unorganized tenants in common of a stock of 
spirituous liquors and employing an agent to furnish drinks to any of 
their club and their friends by selling at cost, the same can be done by 
any 500 or 5,000 patrons of a barroom. The “dealer” would simply 
become an “agent,” and in lieu of profits would receive as compensation 
for his services a commission on purchases, or some amount out 
of receipts, and the money received for drinks would be invested (792) 
as usual, and, as in the present case, to buy more liquor for the 
customer and his friends. Such an arrangement may be ingenious, but 
none the less a license tax is requisite to make ‘it legal to furnish drinks 
in that mode. | 

S. v. Lockyear, supra, has often been cited with approval in the courts | 
of other States. S. v. Hssex Club, 53 N. J. L., 99; 8. v. Haston Soctal 
Club, 73 Md., 97; People v. Soule, 74 Mich., 250, bad other cases. 

These wath: ties: together with those cited in Lockyear’s case itself, 

render further citations unnecessary. 
- Upon the facts found in the special verdict, the defendant should be 
adjudged guilty. The case must be remanded, with directions that the 
judgment be so entered and that sentence i imposed in conformity 
with law. 

Error. 


Cited: 8. v. Burchfield, 149 N. G., 540; S. v. Colonial Club, 154 N. C,, 
184, 193, 195. 
553 


IN THE SUPREME COURT — [ 108 


STATE vt. JAMES; STATE v. BRABHAM 


STATE v. MARCUS JAMES. 
Morton of the Attorney-General to dismiss the appeal. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
. B. Burke for defendant. 


Per Curiam: This case was tried at Spring Term, 1890, of AnEx- 
ANDER. The appeal was docketed here at Fall Term, 1890. There was 
no application for certiorart at that term (Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 
N. C., 562), and no excuse is shown for the delay. Under the repeated 
decisions of this Court, we must direct the entry to be made. 

Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: Sondley v. Asheville, 110 N. C., 90; Graham v. Edwards, 114 
N. C., 230; Burrell v. Hughes, 120 N. C., 279; Norwood v. Pratt, 124 
N. C., 747; Benedict v. Jones, 181 N. C., 475; Mirror Co. v. Casualty 
Co., 157 N. C., 80; McLean v. McDonald, 175 N. ©., 419; Howard v. 
Speight, 180 N. C., 684. 7 | 


(793) 
STATE vy. H. W. BRABHAM. 


— Homicide —- Circumstantial Evidence — Corroboration — Identity — 
Prayers for Instruction—Charge—Jury—LHexceptions—Remarks of 
Doubtful Propriety by the Court. | 


1. The manner and conduct of the defendant an hour after the homicide for 
which he was indicted is admissible in evidence, and, taken with other 
circumstances, may have serious import in establishing his guilt. 


2. Where there was evidence tending to show that the wound by which the 
deceased came to his death was inflicted by a coupling-pin; that a man, 
like the prisoner, had been seen the night of the homicide to drop out of 
his pocket a piece of iron about the length of a coupling-pin, which he 
wrapped in a white cloth, and that something like iron rust was after- 
wards found upon a handkerchief in his pocket: Held, testimony that the 
coupling-pin was found near the house where the prisoner boarded was 
admissible. 


3. One witness may be allowed, for purposes of corroboration, to testify that 
another identified a coat whose identity was in question, without first 
asking him who identified it, if he did so. 


4 
4. A substantial compliance with prayers for instruction is no ground for 


exception. 
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5. It is no ground for exception that the court stated that “there was no evi- 
dence to contradict the State’s witnesses” where there was none, and then 
immediately qualified this by the further statement that questions of con- 
tradiction among the witnesses must be determined by the jury. 


6. Exceptions too general will not be considered by this Court. 


7. Remarks by the court of doubtful propriety are not ground for exception 
where it appears they did no harm to the prisoner. 


Homicipr, tried at April Term, 1891, of MecxienBure Criminal 
Court, before Meares, J. | 
The facts are set out in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
J.D. McCall and W. H. Bailey (by brief) for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, J. The first exception 1s addressed to the admis- (794) 
sion of testimony as to the manner of the prisoner shortly after 
the commission of the homicide. The testimony tended to show that 
the homicide was committed between 11 and 12 o’clock on Saturday 
night, 11 April, 1891; that about 12 o’clock of the same night the 
prisoner went to the room of the witnesses, Wyche and Davis; that his 
actions there were unnatural; that he spoke hurriedly and in a low tone, 
and that his hand trembled and he seemed nervous. 

Such testimony alone would raise but a slight conjecture of the pris- 
oner’s guilt, but, taken in connection with the other facts in evidence, 
was very clearly relevant. The evidence offered by the State was 
entirely circumstantial in its nature, and in such cases facts which are 
in themselves of but trifling significance may become of serious import 
in view of their relation to other circumstances attending the trans- 
action. “Everything calculated to elucidate the transaction is admis- 
sible, since the conclusion depends upon a number of links which alone 
are weak, but taken together are strong and able to conclude.” McCann 
v. State, 13 Smedes & Mar., 471. 

As bearing directly upon “he particular point under consideration we © 
cite the case of Campbell v. State, 26 Ala., 69. See also Wharton’ s Cr. 
Law, 3520. 

The second exception is to the testimony of the witness Griffith, “that 
the (coupling) pin was found on the sidewalk near Pemberton’s house, 
where the prisoner boarded.” 

There was evidence tending to show that the mortal wound was 
inflicted with an iron coupling-pin, which was found on the floor near 
the deceased. The witness stated that this coupling-pin was like the one. 
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seen by him on Saturday morning lying in the grass 23 steps from the 
boarding-house of the prisoner, and that on Sunday he looked for it 
| and it had disappeared. 
(795) One R. J. Johnson testified that on the night of 11 April he 
came by Mocea’s store and saw a colored man standing against 
the window, with his hand behind him, and that he’saw him drop a piece 
of iron about the length of the coupling-pin introduced in evidence, and 
that he took it up and wrapped it in a whitish-colored cloth of some 
kind and put it in his pocket. This witness also stated that he did not 
know that the prisoner was the man he saw, but that he had the same 
color and height, wore a brown overcoat and “looked in appearance like 
the prisoner.” It was also in evidence that a handkerchief, soiled 
apparently with rust, was found in the pocket of the prisoner’s over- 
coat, and that the pocket of the overcoat was ‘torn or ripped.” 

For the reasons given in passing upon the first exception, we think 
that the testimony was admissible and should have been submitted to 
the jury. S. v. Christmas, 101 N. C., 749; S. v. Bruce, 106 N. C., 792. 
In this connection we will state that the sixth exception, as to the 
admissibility of the testimony of Johnson, is plainly untenable and 
should also be overruled. 

‘The third exception (the only one argued in the brief of the} prisoner’s 
counsel) is, that the court “allowed the] witness Baker to testify that 
Benny Mocea identified the coat at the police office (or guard-house) 
without Benny having been first asked as to the fact, 1. ¢., whether he 
did so identify it.” 

Benny Mocea, the son of the deceased, had been examined, and testi- 
fied that the overcoat produced upon the trial was the same as that worn 
by the prisoner at the shop of his deceased father on the night of the 
homicide.- This overcoat was identified by other witnesses as the one 
taken from the valise of the prisoner and identified by Benny at the 
guard-house in the presence of the witness Baker and the prisoner. 

Whatever may be the ruling in other States upon the subject, it- is 
well settled in North Carolina that such testimony as Baker’s is admis- 

sible for the purpose of corroborating a witness who has been 
(796) impeached or stands in such a relationship to the parties or the 

action as to subject his testimony to suspicion or discredit. Jones — 
v. Jones, 80 N. C., 247; 8. v. Boon, 82 N. C., 648; S. v. Whitfield, 92 
N. C., 831. | 

No point, however, is made as to whether the witness Benny Mocca 
had been impeached, but the exception is based entirely upon the failure 
of the State to ask him when on the stand whether he had, in effect, 
made such a statement as to the identity of the overcoat at the ouard- 
house. | 
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Such preliminary questions are necessary where it 1s proposed to dis- 
credit a witness by proof of conflicting statements concerning collateral 
matter indicating bias, feeling, and the like (8S. v. Morton, 107 N. C., 
890, and cases cited), and this is because the witness should have an 
opportunity of explaining such statements (S. v. Wright, 75 N. C., 439), 
but this reason has no application where the purpose of the testimony 
is to sustain the witness, and we have been unable to find any authority 
in support of such a principle. Testimony of this character was admit- 
ted without preliminary inquiry in S. v. Dove, 32 N. C., 469, and S. v. 
Ward, 103 N. C., 419, and we do not understand that any practice to 
the contrary has generally obtained in this State. 

We cannot see how the testimony 1s open to the grave objections urged 
by counsel. Benny, on the trial, identified the coat then exhibited as 
that worn by the prisoner. This was substantive testimony. Baker 
simply testified that before the trial and at the guard-house the same 
witness had, in effect, made a similar statement about the same overcoat. 
This was only corroborative testimony, and admitted alone for that pur- 
pose, and we must assume, in the absence of any exception in this par- 
ticular (the entire charge as to the recapitulation of the evidence not: 
being sét forth), that as such only it was submitted to the jury. S. v. 
Powell, 106 N. C., 637. 

The fourth exeoption is “because: sis Honor refused to give the (797) 
instructions as prayed for by the prisoner, and, without giving 
the first, instructed the jury that it was not denied by the State.” The 
latter part of this exception seems to be founded upon a misapprehen- 
sion, as the court not only stated that the propositions of law contained 
in the first instruction were substantially correct, but actually gave them 
in almost the precise language as prayed for. Upon a careful scrutiny 
of the charge, we are of opinion that it substantially responded to all 
of the instructions requested by the prisoner. 

In 8. v. Parker, 61 N. C., 475, Pearson, C. J., said that all that the 
law requires is that the jury shall be clearly instructed that unless, after 
due consideration of all the evidence, they are “fully satisfied,” or 
“entirely convinced,” or “satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt” of the 
guilt of the prisoner, it is their duty to acquit, and every attempt on 
the part of the court to lay down a “formula” for the instruction of the 
jury by which to “gauge” the degrees of conviction has resulted in no 
good. S&S. v. Sears, 61 N. C., 146; 8. v. Know, ob., 312; 8. v. Gee, 92 
N. C., 756. His Honor told the jury that every material circumstance 
relied upon by the State must be established beyond a reasonable doubt, 
and “that material circumstances were those circumstances in the case 
which pointed to the guilt of the prisoner, and that the material cireum- 
stances relied on, and which were established beyond a reasonable doubt 


507 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [108 


STATE v. BRABHAM 


by the State, must be so strong as to exclude any reasonable hypothesis 
of the innocence of the prisoner.” This surely was as favorable to the 
prisoner as the law permits, and we have no hesitation in overruling 
the exception. 

The fifth exception is also without merit. It was true, as stated by the 
court, that the prisoner offered no evidence to contradict the testimony 
of the State’s witnesses. This was but the statement of a fact, and was 

relieved of any possible prejudicial effect by its immediate con- 
(798) nection with the remarks, that “whether there was any contradic- 

tion between any of the witnesses in the case is a question to be 
determined by the jury. The. court cannot express any opinion upon 
the testimony.” Neither was there error in stating that, in the absence 
of testimony to the contrary, every witness was presumed to be of good 
character. It will be observed that in this connection the jury were told 
that, although a witness was of good character, they were not bound to 
believe him if his statements were unwarranted, etc. 

The seventh exception, “to the charge as a whole,” is too general to 
be considered. S. v. Nipper, 95 N. C., 653, and McKinnon v. Morrison, 
104. N. C., 354. | 

The eighth exception. While we doubt the propriety of the remark 
of the court as to what some writers had said about the reliability of 
circumstantial testimony, we are sure that the jury could not have 
- understood that such was the opinion of his Honor in respect to this 
case, or that they were to be influenced by it in the slightest degree. — 
This very clearly appears from the immediately succeeding language, in 
which the jury were referred to a former part of the charge as to the 
degree of proof requisite to a conviction. 

The ninth and tenth exceptions are not sustained by oe record, which 
very -plainly fails to disclose that his Honor charged “that where a wit- 
ness’ character is not assailed, he is to be believed.” These exceptions 
are also overruled. | 

After a careful examination of the whole record, we are of the opinion 
that the case was fairly tried, and that there 1s no reason why the ver- 
dict of the jury should be disturbed. There is 
_ No error. 


Cited: Williams v. Lumber Co., 118 N. C., 9384; Burnett vo. R. B., 
120 N. C., 518, 519; 8. v. Ridge, 125 N. C., 657; S. v. Parker, 184 N. C., 
215; Tise v. Thomasville, 151 N. C., 283; S. v. Plyler, 153 N. C., 634; 
S. v. Prt, 166 N. C., 272; Muse v. Motor Co., 175 N. C., 469; 8. v. 
Atwood, 176 N. C., 709. 
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saints bos (799) 
STATE y. W. B. BAKER. a 


Indictment—Failure to Work the Public Roads—Special Courts—Road 
Law of Mecklenburg Un re Piaitee a Biedesi tig 
Sufficiency of Notice. 


1. Where the defendant was indicted for failing to work the public roads 
under the special act for Mecklenburg County, and the indictment charged. 
that he was duly assigned: to work on a public road specified, situated 
within a particular township and county named; that he was between the © 
ages of 18 and 45 years; that he was duly summoned to work on that 
road at.a time specified, and that he willfully and unlawfully, etc., failed 
and omitted to work as he was bound to do, concluding in the usual form, 
is Suberaneelly sufficient. 


2. Where the township trustees had failed, under a special county road law, 

. to lay off new road districts according to the strict intention of the act, 

but had adopted those laid off under the general law: Held, that as there 

was sufficient certainty in the location of. such districts to fix the liability 

of the defendant subject to road duty, he could not, after conviction on an 

indictment for not working the road, take advantage of such failure and 
irregularity by a motion in arrest of judgment. 


3. A notice by the supervisor to a person subject to road duty directing him to 
meet the supervisor at a time and place designated ‘“‘to work. the road,” 
the place of meeting being a branch crossing the road to be worked, is 
sufficient, especially where it further appeared that such person had under 
previous notice worked that same road. 

| Apprat from Meroxiensure Criminal Court, October Term, 1890, 

Meares, J., presiding. 

Defendant was tried and convicted at the October Term, 1890, of 

Mecklenburg Criminal Court, by Meares, J., upon appeal from a magis- 

trate, under Laws 1885, ch. 134, known as the “Mecklenburg Road Law.” 

The warrant charges: 

“That W. B. Baker, late of the township of Crab Orchard, county of 
Mecklenburg, State of North Carolina, on 31 July, 1889, and.1 August, 
1889, and for three days prior thereto, the said W. B. Baker had | 
been duly summoned as a hand to work on a certain public road, (800) 
known as the Rocky River Road, situate in the township, county, 
and State aforesaid, and that said W. B. Baker was then and during all 
that time between the ages of 18 and 45 years, liable to work on said 
public road, and had been duly assigned to the same; and that, three 
days and more before the first named day, the said W. B. Baker, being 
then and there liable as aforesaid and having been summoned as afore- 
said, did, on the days and year aforesaid, to wit, 31 July and 1 August, 
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1889, in the township and county aforesaid, with force and arms, will- 
fully and unlawfully fail and omit to attend and work on said public 
road as he had been summoned and was in law bound to do, contrary to 
the form of the statute in such cases made and provided, and against 
the peace and dignity of the State.” 

The old law is contained in The Code, sec. 2014. The new law is 
found in section 1, chapter 134, Laws 1885. 

A motion in arrest of judgment was made by the defendant, because— 

1. It was not alleged that defendant was, at the time laid m the war- 
rant, a resident of any road district in which he was required to work. 

2. The warrant does not allege that the defendant was notified or 
“warned” to attend and work at any place designated on the public road 
named. | 

3. The warrant does not allege that the defendant had not been per- 
manently disabled in the military service of the State. 

4. It does not allege that the defendant had not paid the supervisor 
of the road district $3 in lien of work. 

The defendant moved for a new trial on the ground— 

1. That it was error for the court to refuse to charge his prayer for 
instruction that. the township trustees had sufficiently complied with the 
act for the purpose of this action. 

2. It was error to charge that the notice to the defendant 
(801) was sufficient. 
The other facts appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Dowd &'Harris (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. The motion here in arrest of judgment cannot be— 
allowed. Nothing appears, or fails to appear, in the record that could 
properly prevent the entry of the judgment appealed from. The defend- 
ant was charged by a State warrant with a petty misdemeanor, before a 
justice of the peace, and, though thé offense is not charged with great 
precision and particularity, the Court can at once see what it is, and 
the defendant can learn from the warrant all that is necessary to enable 
him to make defense and to defend himself in case of a subsequent 
prosecution. 

It is charged that he was liable and duly assigned to work on a public 
road, specified, situate within a particular township and county named; 
that he was within the ages of 18 and 45 years; that he was duly sum- 
moned to work on that road at a time specified, and that he willfully 
and unlawfully failed and omitted to work as he was bound to do, ete. 
This was sufficient. It is not expected nor essential, in criminal pto- 
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ceedings before justices of the peace, that all the precision and niceties 
of pleading shall be observed as required in the Superior Courts. It is 
sufficient if the substance of the offense is charged, and the court and 
defendant can certainly see what it is. Moreover, when such proceed- 
ings are defective, the courts should exercise liberally the large powers 
conferred upon them to amend the same. A mere technicality not affect- 
ing the substance should not be allowed to defeat or delay the 

administration of criminal justice. (802) 

The statute (Laws 1885, ch. 184) prescribes and embodies a 
system in respect to “roads and highways” in the county of Mecklen- | 
burg. In many material respects it is very different from the general 
statute on the subject of “Roads, Ferries, and Bridges,” and it must be 
so interpreted as to effectuate its purposes appearing from its terms and 
necessary and reasonable implication. 

It appeared on the trial that the board of trustees of the township 
had not divided the township into suitable road districts as required by - 
the third section of the statute just cited, nor had they observed its 
requirements in other respects as they should have done and ought to 
be compelled to do, with a view to better and perfect the road system 
prescribed, but the evidence went to prove that they “adopted the dis- 
tricts of the old board, making such alterations as they thought advis- 
able, allotting certain ae to a section.” 

T his was treated as “districting the township.” 

The court instructed the jury that the statute above cited prescribed 
no particular form to be observed in laying off the township road dis- 
tricts, and that if they believed the evidence above recited, the district 
as described was sufficient for the purposes of this action. The defend- 
ant excepted, contending that the provisions of the statute are manda- 
tory in numerous particulars specified by him, and that he could not be 
convicted, as the statute, in these respects, had not been observed by the 
township board of trustees. 

The third section of the statute requires that the township trustees 
shall “divide their respective townships into suitable road districts,” 
and to “furnish each supervisor with a plot of his district.” A leading 
purpose of such districts is to designate with certainty the roads with 
which the superintendent is to be charged, the hands liable to work on 
public roads subject to his authority, and to fix his and their 
lability and amenability for any omission of duty. The evi- (803) 
dence went to prove that the township trustees adopted the road | 
districts in their township as they found them when they came into 
office, and designated the farms, the hands on which should do road 
service in the particular district where the farms were situate. Now, 
although. the township trustees had failed to Genes their duty fully 
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_and properly, as they should have done, still the public road—a section © 
of it—was designated and the hands liable to do road service were 
assigned to duty on it. There was sufficient certainty 1m all respects to 
fix the duty and liability of the defendant, and the court properly so 
decided. 

The evidence went to prove that the supervisor was appointed with 
‘instructions as to the road and hands subject to his authority. He 
received a list of the farms, the hands on which were assigned to the 
road mentioned in the warrant. He testified on the trial that he per- 
- sonally notified the defendant to. work that road on days specified; that ~ 
he told him to “meet me (himself ) at Hunter’s Branch to work the road 
Wednesday and Thursday. morning (the days designated). I don’t 
think I mentioned any road.” He further testified that the branch 
mentioned crossed the road mentioned in the warrant; that on a later 
occasion he gave the defendant like notice to work on the same: road, 
-and he went and worked as directed. The defendant insisted that this 
notice was not sufficient. We think it was reasonable and sufficient. 
The defendant was notified to meet the supervisor on the morning of 
days specified, at a branch that crossed the public road to be worked, 
to do road service. He knew that he was liable to do such service, andl 
the fair implication from the notice was that he was required to do 
road service on the road specified in the warrant, which was the road 
the branch crossed, at the times mentioned to him. The notice was suf- 
ficiently definite, though informal, to inform him that he was required 

to meet the supervisor and do service he knew he owed on the 
(804) particular road that crossed the branch named, or certainly on 
one the supervisor would point out at the time appointed. 

What has thus been said substantially disposes of the special. instruc- 
tions asked for by the defendant. ‘These were founded upon highly 
technical grounds, and the denial of them could not prejudice any perti- 
nent right of the defendant. Upon the merits, the conviction was a 
proper one. | | 

No error. 
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APPENDIX A” 


AMENDMENTS TO RULES OF PRACTICE. 


Amend Rule 18 by inserting in next to last line thereof after the word 
“office” the following: “or at the instance of a party arrested in a civil 
action who is in jail by reason of inability to give bond or from refusal 
of the court to discharge him,” so that the whole shall read as follows: 
Rete 18—Cases Hearp Out or THEIR OrpeEr. 

In cases where the State is concerned, involving or affecting some 
matter of general public interest, the court may, wpon motion of the 
Attorney-General, assign an earlier place in the calendar, or fix a day 
for the argument thereof, which shall take precedence of other business. 
And the court, at the instance of a party to a cause that directly 
involves the right to a public office, or at the instance of a party 
arrested in a civil action who is in jail by reason of inability to give 
bond or from refusal of the court to discharge him, may make the like 
assignment in respect to it. 


REHEARING. 


Rutz 53—Waar ro Convrary. ? 

The petition must assign the alleged error of law jong of; or 
the matter overlooked; or the newly discovered evidence; and that ‘the 
judgment complained of has been performed or secured. seach petition 
shall be accompanied with certificate of at least two members of the 
bar who have no interest in the subject-matter and have never been of 
counsel for either party to the suit; that they have carefully examined 
peHld seTjLIoyNe oy} pus ‘oures aq} aodn SUILBOG AV] OT} PUB osvO OT} 
in the opinion, and that in their opinion the decision is erroneous, and _ 
in what respect it is erroneous. The petition shall be sent to the clerk 
of this Court, who shall endorse thereon the time when it was received, 
and deliver the same to the justice designated by the petitioner; but the 
petition shall not be filed until he, or one of his associate Justices, shall 
endorse thereon that the case is a proper one to be reheard, and notice 
of the action had shall be given to the petitioner by the clerk of this 
Court. | 

The rehearing may be granted as to the whole case, or restricted to 
specified points, as may be directed by the Justice who grants the 
application. 

Wilson v. Lineberger, 90-—-180; Lockhart v. Bell, 90—499; Strickland v. 


Draughan, 91—103; White v. Jones, 92-888 ; Weathersbee v. Farrar, 98—255 ; 
Dupree v. Insurance Co., 98—237 ; Hannon v. Grizzard, 99—161. | , 
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PORTRAIT OF CHIEF JUSTICE SMITH. 


PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME Court on Wepwnespay, 25 Fresruary, 1891. 


Mr. George H. Snow said: 

May it please the Court, it is my pleasant duty to present to this 
Honorable Court this portrait of its late Chief Justice, the Honorable | 
William N. H. Smith. 

The gift is from his family to this high Gainke and through it to the 
young men of the State; and in being the tongue of the occasion and 
hour, I shall best please myself if the thoughts presented shall fill the 
imagination of those who hear, that they have no remembrance of the 
words. 

William N. H. Smith was born in North Carolina on 24 September, 
1812, and died on 14 November, 1889. He graduated at Yale College 
in 1834, and from its law school afterwards. From 1840 to 1849 he 
served in the General Assembly of this State. From 1849 to 1857 he > 
was the Solicitor of the First Judicial District... | 

In 1859 he was elected to the Congress of the United States, and upon 
entering that body was made the Whig candidate for speaker, his oppo- 
nent being the Honorable John Sherman, now the Senator from Ohio. 

When the vote was taken Mr. Smith had a majority of one, but before 
the result was announced the clerk of the House notified two members 
who had not voted of how the vote stood. They immediately went to 
Mr. Smith and offered not to vote, which, would elect him, or vote and 
certainly elect him, if he would form the Ways and Means Committee 
in the interest of a high tariff. This Mr. Smzth would have done if let 
alone, but when coupled with that condition he declined to make any 
promise, saying that if elected he must be unfettered. The two members 
voted against him, and the much coveted honor went to another. 

He served during the entire war in the Confederate Congress. After 
the war had closed he returned to the practice of his profession, and 
continued in the enjoyment of a large and lucrative practice until 1878, 
when he was appointed, by Governor Vance, Chief Justice of this Court, 
which office he held until he passed out of the sunlight and starlight | 
into the shadows. He lived among Us for nearly eighty years, and the 
lessons of his life arg impressive ones. 

He was a typical North Carolinian, jinestodtarions in his manners, 
simple in his tastes, of positive opinions and strong convictions, never 
shrinking from their -avowal, always ready to maintain them by argu- 
-ment, considerate of the opinions of others, his mind a storehouse of 
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knowledge, an honest man and a Christian gentleman; but the most 
striking feature in his character was his active, earnest and unfaltering 
fealty to duty, and this was so exacting that, though he possessed literary 
tastes and was an accomplished classical scholar, they were subordinated 
to the active, controlling and absorbing principle of his life duty, and 
to this was added a high sense of honor which kept his conscience keenly 
alive to the many obligations imposed by his publhe and private rela- 
tions. | 

He was prepared for the battle of life by a very thorough education, 
both mental and physical, and immediately attracted attention by his 
wisdom in the legislative halls, to be more forcibly emphasized as the 
brilliant solicitor of a district which was then renowned for the learning 
and culture of its bar and people. 

His motto seemed to be, “Too low they build, who build beneath the 
stars.’ Upward and onward he pressed until he stood beneath the 
dome of the nation’s capitol, to be there tempted as few men have been 
and maintained their integrity. His fame had preceded him. We 
behold the unparalleled spectacle of a young man, at the threshold of his 
entrance to the Congress of the United States, offered the speakership 
upon his complying with a.condition which today would be too readily 
accepted; but his delicate sense of honor, formed by inheritance, educa- 
tion and association, enabled him to put aside this dazzling and glitter- 
ing crown for one which the angels give. 

Let us pause while the rich incense of this noble act diffuses itself 
into the hearts and minds of his people. I know of no public man, nor 
have I read of one, who has more honored his people at so great a sacri- 
fice to ambition; and, for one, I solemnly declare that I had rather 
wear the laurel which his victory gave than a monarch’s crown. 

’Tis said that “the falling drop makes its sepulcher in the sand, not 
a footstep in the snow or along the ground but prints in characters more 
or less lasting a map of its march, and every act of a man inscribes itself 
in the memories of its fellows.” 

I would that I could write upon the wind, the storm and the light- 
ning’s flash the simple story of how this great North Carolinian pre- 
served his integrity and thereby honored his’ people, that we and those 

who come after us may imitate him, and while we live 


“To know no bliss but that which virtue gives, 
And when we die to leave our name 
A light, a lJandmark on the cliffs of fame.” 


This act was not the result of accident. Like the forces of nature, 
which are forged in the laboratories of the Almighty and set in motion— 
traveling myriads of miles and years, acquiring strength as they speed 
their rapid flight—meet together at the same time and place and form 
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those grand constellations in the heavens, which are “the wonder He 
showeth unto the children of men,” so in man’s nature those great moral 
and intellectual forces, which are forged in a mother’s heart and set in 
motion by her teachings, gain strength and character as they are nur- 
tured and fostered by labor, love and honor—culminating in those great 
moral and intellectual constellations which make men almost godlike. 

In the twilight of his life he was the Chief Justice of this Court, and 
his knowledge of the law, coupled with his ripened experience, has en- 
riched the judicial literature os this Commonwealth and broadened the 
channels of the law. | 

He was a conspicuous es when ite foal alone, and always grew by 
contrast. He was never commonplace in gahings: He was a firm 
believer in God and the Christian religion, and he so lived that he was 
gathered unto his fathers, “having the testimony of a good conscience; 
in the confidence of a certain faith; in the comfort of a reasonable, 
religious and holy hope; in favor with God and in perfect charity with 
the world.” “That man lives twice that lives the first life well.” His 
life is worthy of imitation by the old as well as the young, and the 
student of great men will turn with profit to a history of his life work. 

These are not words of mere eulogy which an enlightened civilization 
invokes for the dead, but the sweet perfume which the memory of a 
noble and stainless life emits when touched by the softness of retro- 
spection. 

This portrait presents his lineaments in a wonderfully realistic man- 
ner; and in this quiet room, singularly free from turmoil and strife, 
dedicated to the science of the law, and in which he presided for so- 
many years as the Chief Justice of this Court with such marked ability, 
it is fitting that it should: be placed by the side of his illustrious prede- 
cessors who, like him, “went down with the sun and left even upon the 
mountain top of death a light that made it lovely.” 

Vita enim moriuorum im memoriam vivorum est posita. 


ACCEPTANCE BY CuIEF Justices MERRIMON. | 


The Court accepts with much satisfaction the very excellent portrait 
of the late Chief Justice Smith, donated by his family. It is a fit 
memorial of him, and will serve to remind us, and all who shall visit - 
this chamber in the future, of his sturdy virtues, his great ability and 
learning, and the useful and distinguished services rendered by him as 
the head of the Supreme Court through a period of many years, The 
clerk will note on the records the presentation of this gift, and our 
acceptance of it. 
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ABATEMENT: 
Of habeas Corus proceedings, 204. 


ADMINISTRATION: 


1, 


10. 


An administrator cannot purchase property at his own sale, although he 
pays a fair price and acts in good faith. Tayloe v. Tayloe, 69. 


. While an administrator is-not an insurer, he will be held to that degree 


of diligence and care which prudent men under like circumstances 
would exercise, and the fact that he acted in good faith and with an 
honest purpose to protect his trust will not excuse him from liability 
for a failure to use such diligence and care. Jb. 


. It is the duty of an administrator to pay all the debts against his intes- 


tate before he distributes any portion of the estate to the next of kin, 
provided such debts are presented to him for payment. within twelve 
months next after publication of notice to creditors, as required by 
The Code, sec. 1421; but as against claims presented after that period 
he will not be chargeable with any distribution he may have made in 
good faith to the next of kin. Mallard v.. Patterson, 255. 


. Ina proceeding to sell land to make assets, a judgment previously ob- 


tained against the executor is conclusive against the heirs and de- 
visees, unless fraud and collusion is alleged and shown, and the heirs 
or devisees cannot plead the statute of limitations or other defense 
which might have been set up in the original action. Long v. Ox- 
— ford, 280. 


. In such proceedings the realty is liable for costs as well as for the bal- 


ance of the judgment, unless the court which rendered the judgment 
taxed the cost against the executor (or administrator) personally, or 
against the plaintiff.. Jd. 


. In an action against one surety on an administration bond, it is not 


error in the court to refuse to make an order to 0 the other sure- 
ties. Brown v. McKee, 887. 


. A judgment by default against an administrator appointed prior to July, 


1869, rendered in an action begun in 1882, conclusively fixes him with 
assets, notwithstanding the complaint upon which the judgment was 
based failed to allege that he was possessed of assets. Jb. 


_ The objection that an action upon an administrator’s bond was not 


brought in the name of the State must be made in apt time. Jb. 


. The next of kin of a deceased person has a right to administer upon his 


estate within six months after his death, or, in lieu thereof, within 
that time to have appointed such person as he may select, if in other 
respects qualified. Williams v. Neville, 559. 


The Code requires that, before any person other than the next of kin can 
be appointed administrator within six months from the decedent’s 
death, a written renunciation of such next of kin must be filed with 
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ADMINISTRATION—Continu ed. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


the clerk, unless, after thirty days, upon citation to show cause, he is 
adjudged to have renounced; and the mere expressed intent of such 
person that he would not have anything to do with the administration 
is no valid renunciation. JD. 


If the next of kin, in answer to citation, name his appointee, and such 
person, after.appointment, fails to qualify, then, though six months 
had not expired, the clerk would be authorized to appoint another. J/0. 


In @ proceeding to remove an administrator, one N., and have appointed 
in his stead BH. W. T., instituted by the decedent’s next of kin, W., it 
appeared that the decedent died in May, 1890; N. was appointed in 
June, and after W. had declared she would not have anything to do with 
the administration. In September, W. wrote to the clerk who made 
the appointment that she still claimed the right to administer, and 
wished the appointment of one J. 8. T., and J. 8. T. wrote he would 
accept. In October, W. filed a paper formally renouncing her right to 
administer in favor of E. W. T., and the motion for the removal of 
N. and the appointment of E. W. T. in his place was heard on 27 Octo- 
ber, and refused, on the ground that she (W.) had already renounced 
in favor of J. S. T.: Held, to be error—-(1) E. W. T. should have been 
appointed, and was not bound to go before the clerk to qualify within 
the six months from the decedent’s death, nor at all, pending the 
appeal to the judge upon the clerk’s refusal of the motion for removal 
and appointment, and after the clerk had adjudged that the plaintiff 
had not the right to administer; (2) the proper course of the pro- 
cedure is to allow E. W. T. reasonable time after N.’s removal, not 
less than thirty days, to qualify; (3) the clerk has no jurisdiction to 
appoint pending the appeal. Williams v. Neville, 559. 


When the creditor presented his claim against the estate of a deceased 
person within one year, the same not being then barred by the statute 
of limitations, and the administrator, without having admitted its 
correctness in terms, filed his petition to make assets to pay the debts 
of the estate: Held, that the defendants in such proceedings could not 
be allowed to set up the statute of limitations. in resistance to this 
claim. Woodlief v. Bragg, 571. 


The personal representative ipeesants the deceased, and his admission 
of the correctness of a claim, unless impeached for fraud, will estop 
the heirs. rb. 


When the personal representative does not deny the sorrectnese of the 
claim filed with him in proper time, but files his petition to make 
assets to pay it, this is strong proof that he admitted it. Jb. 


When the administrator pays debts of the decedent with moneys other 
than those belonging to the estate, he will be subrogated to the rights 
of the creditors and allowed to apply the assets obtained from a sale 
of real estate for the purpose of paying the debt due him. Turner v. 
Shuffier, 642. 

Claims, not barred, presented to the administrator in one year after let- 
ters granted and admitted by him, need not be put in suit to prevent 
the bar of the statute pending the adminelaten, nor can the heirs 
plead the statute as to them. J0, 
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Cause of action against administrator or executor or guardian bond where 
barred, 1. 


| | \ 
Action by creditors against, 514. 


Power of personal representative, 705. 


AGENCY: 


One H, while acting as express agent for M, the regular agent, received, 
in the course of business, money sent by K and intended for B, and 
the same. was delivered to him, but no receipt was taken and no entry . 
made. Some months after this, B denied receiving the money, and 
the amount thereof was, upon demand (the transaction not being 
remembered), paid by H and M to the express company for K, who 
received it and had it allowed as a credit in his transaction with B. 
Finding afterwards, as the fact was, the money sent had been duly 
paid, H brought this action against M and B for the payment of the 
part he contributed to the express company : Held, (1) that he was 
entitled to recover against B, who was twice paid what was due him, 
and could not in good conscience hold both amounts; (2) this action 
might have been maintained against B alone and by either H or M; 
(3) negligence in the transaction does not bar recovery unless some 
circumstance had arisen which would make it inequitable; (4) full 
knowledge of the facts by the plaintiff would not excuse B for holding 
money he was not entitled to. Houser v. M cGinnas, 631. 


AMENDMENT: 
In Supreme Court, 24. 
Court can allow, when, 614. 


To rules of practi¢e, 807. 


APPHAL: 


1. The Supreme Court will not review the findings of fact by the trial judge 
upon a motion to vacate a judgment upon the ground of excusable 
neglect, surprise, or inadvertence; it can only pass upon the question 
whether such facts, in law, do or do not constitute such neglect, sur- 
prise, or inadvertence. Albertson v. Terry, 75. | 


- 2. A party making a motion to vacate a judgment because of mistake, sur- 
prise, or inadvertence has the right to request the court to specify the 
ground of its decision, and a refusal to grant such request will be 
error. J. 


3. Where such 'a motion is denied in the exercise of the discretion of the 
court, the Supreme Court will not review the judgment. Jb. 


4, Where, upon an appeal from an order setting aside a judgment for 
excusable neglect, there were no findings of fact in the record, and it 
did not appear that the appellant had requested that: such findings 
should be made, the Supreme Court will assume that the exception is. 
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10. 


11. 


12, 


13. 


14. 


based upon the ground that, taking as true that view of the testimony 
most favorable to the appellee, he would not be, as a matter of law, 
entitled to have the motion allowed. Holden v. Purefoy, 163. 


. When the transcript of the record is not accompanied by a case on 


appeal (where such case is required), and no error appears in the 
record, the Supreme Court will, upon motion, or may, ex mero motu, 
affirm the judgment rendered below, unless good cause is shown for 
the apparent laches of the appellant. Mitchell v. Tedder, 266. 


. Error in the charge to the jury may be assigned for first time in 


appellant’s statement of case on appeal. Smith v. Smith, 365. 


. The rules require that the appellant. shall print the case on appeal, and - 


where that has been settled by the trial judge and will exceed twenty 
printed pages, the court will order that the appellant, if successful in 
his appeal, be allowed to tax the costs of the extra necessary printing 
against the appellee. Durham v. R. R., 399. 


. The attention of trial judges is directed to evils resulting from the inser- 


tion of unnecessary matter in cases on appeal, especially when steno- 
graphic reports are made of the trial. J0. 


. Where the appellant fails to docket his appeal during the term at which, 


under the statute and Rules of Court, it should be docketed, it will be 
dismissed on motion, notwithstanding the appellee did not docket the 
certificate and dismiss the appeal, as he might have done under Rule 
17. Hinton v. Pritchard, 412. 


When the facts intended to be elicited by questions are not specifically 
set forth, still if the questions themselves suggest such facts with dis- 
tinctness, their relevancy and-.mater jality will be passed upon by this 
Court. Watts v. Warren, 514. 


Except as to questions of jurisdiction and suffigiency of complaint to 
constitute a cause of action, this Court will only consider questions 
presented by the appeal, and this even though the parties should agree 
that others should be passed upon. Banke v. Bobbitt, 525. 


If both parties appeal, the appeal of one will not bring up that of the 
other. Jb. 


When defendant’s appeal from a justice of the peace, dismissed in the 
Superior Court for default in prosecuting it, had been, on his coun- 
sel’s motion, reinstated, the plaintiff moved to dismiss thereupon for 
defendant’s failure to cause it to be docketed at the term next suc- 
ceeding the rendition of the judgment, such appearing to be the fact, 
and it further appearing that the defendant had notice that the clerk 
would not docket his appeal until his fees were paid, there was no 
error in the judgment of the court that the appeal ought then to be 
dismissed. Ballard v. Gay, 544. 


When the case states that the defendant offered no testimony identifying 
the land, but does not purport to set out the testimony in full, and the 
ruling of the court seems to assume its existence, this Court cannot 
say that it does not exist. Thomas v. Hunsucker, 720. 
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15. Upon a trial and conviction before a justice of the peace the defendant 
moved in arrest of judgment, which motion was refused, and he ap- 
pealed to the Superior Court: Held, that the appeal brought up the 
whole case, and the defendant was entitled to a trial de novo. S. v. 
Koonce, 752. 


Disposition of, 260. 

Cost of transcript of record, 405. 

Does not lie from refusal to dismiss action, 614. 
From commissioner’s allotment in partition, 106. 


See also p. 6. 
APPRENTICE: 


1. From a judgment of the Superior Court affirming an order of the clerk 
apprenticing and awarding the custody of a child, the mother appealed 
to the Supreme Court, where the judgment was held to be erroneous, 
upon the ground that the facts found did not warrant it. When the 
matter came again before the Superior Court upon the certificate of 
the Supreme Court, additional evidence was heard, which brought the 

_ caSe within the statute: Held, the judgment of the Supreme Court 
was not res judicata, and that it was proper for the court below to 
hear the matter de novo. Ashby v. Page, 6. 


Ks 


2. Is was competent for the judge to determine the matter w ithout sending 
it back to the clerk. Jb. , 


3. Where it is found that the mother is a person of bad character and unfit 
2 to have the care of her child, it may be apprenticed by the clerk to 
another person, under the statute (chapter 169, Laws 1889). Jb. 


ARREST: 


1. In an action for damages for false arrest, the plaintiff obtained an order 
for the arrest of the defendants, who were nonresidents. They, being 
unable to give bail, filed their petition to be allowed the benefits of the 
statute relating to insolvent debtors: Held, they were entitled to the 
benefits of such statute. Burgwyn v. Hall, 489. 


2. There is, under the Constitution, no imprisonment for debt in this State, 
except in cases of fraud, and in such cases the defendant in arrest 
may be discharged either by giving bail or surrendering his property 
for the benefit of creditors, as provided by statute. Jb. 


3. The statute entitled “Insolvent Debtors” protects from future arrest for 
the same such as have surrendered their property, though after- 
acquired property may be subject to execution and sale, in proper 
eases. JD. ‘ 


4, Every person taken or charged on any order of arrest for default of bail, 
or on surrender of bail in any action, and every person taken or 
charged in execution or arrest for any debt or damage rendered in 
any action whatsoever, is entitled to the benefits of the chapter 
entitled “Insolvent Debtors.” Jb. 
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5. The benefits of the statute extend as well to those arrested for torts as 
for debts, and the debt growing out of one is no more a debt. and no 
more entitled to extraordinary process for its collection than the 
other. J0. 


6. In order to prevent undue preference in favor of parties whose debts are 
already ascertained, the proper remedy of the party seeking to estab- 
lish and secure his damages for tort Js to have a trustee appointed, 
under The Code, secs. 2957, 2977, 2981, to hold and distribute among 
creditors when and as soon as all debts are ascertained. Ib. 


7%. The benefits of the statute are not confined to the residents of this State, 
but nonresidents cannot take the benefits of this homestead and per- 
sonal property exemptions, nor are they entitled here to any exemp- 
tions given by the laws of their own State. Jb. 


ASSAULT AND BATTERY: 


1. An indictment charged that the defendant made an assault upon ine 
prosecutrix with a “deadly weapon, to wit, a club,” etc. On the trial. 
it appeared that the defendant was the keeper of a jail and resided 
therein with his family; that his wife was seriously ill; that the 
prosecutrix was imprisoned in the jail and was conducting herself 
in a loud, boisterous and disorderly manner, and refused to desist 
when ordered by the defendant; that thereupon he took her to another * 
apartment and gave her a severe whipping with a buggy whip, cutting 
the flesh on her back and arms. The defendant was convicted and 
fined $100: Meld, (1) the Superior Court had jurisdiction; (2) the 
punishment was within the discretion of the court below and would~ 
not be reviewed by the Supreme Court. S. v. Roseman, T65. 


2. Where the indictment charges an ‘assault with a deadly weapon, but the 
proof shows a simple assault, committed within less than six (now » 
twelve) months since the finding of the bill, the jurisdiction of the 
Superior Court is not ousted. S. v. Fesperman, T70. 


3. Chapter 152, Laws 1891, does not take away the jurisdiction of the 
Superior Court of assaults with deadly weapons when no serious 
injury has been inflicted. J%. 


ASSETS: 


_ 1, The heirs of a decedent, defendants in a wrooeedine to make assets, will — 
not be allowed, ordinarily, to collaterally attack a former proceeding 
between them and the same administrator to sell other lands of the 
decedent to make assets. Turner v. Shuffler, 642. | 


2. Where it was found as a fact that the land so sold for assets brought a 
| fair price, and that the sale was in good faith and ratified by the 
court, this Court will not set it aside because the purchaser after- 
wards sold it to the administrator who*had instituted the proceedings 


to make assets. i b. 
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ASSIGNMENT: 
1. To avoid an assignment for fraud, it 1d not necessary that the assignee 
should have participated in, or had. knowledge of, the fraudulent pur- 
poses of the assignors. Rouse v. Bowers, 182. 


2. Assignees and trustees, acting in good faith under a conveyance after- 
ward declared fraudulent and void by judicial decree, will be pro- 
tected from liability. It is erroneous to enter personal judgment 
against them upon a verdict establishing the fraudulent intent of 
their vendors. Ib. 


3, In an action by the creditors of an inteutate against his administrator 
to compel an account and settlement of the estate, it was alleged that 
- the transfer by the intestate, before his death, of a certain insurance 
policy to his brothers “for value received,” was in fraud of creditors, 
or, at most, was only intended to secure them for certain debts and 
the payment of premiums upon the policy; the fraud was denied and 
the assignment alleged to be in good faith, without notice and for 
fair value: Held, it was competent to show what sums the intestate - 
owed his said brothers for the purpose of sustaining the bona fides of 

the assignment, Watts v. Warren, 514. 


4, ‘The persons to whom the assignment was made were clearly incompetent 
to testify thereof, under section 590 of The Code, but any other per- 
sons than those interested do not come within the inhibition of this 
section. Jb. : 


See also p. 65. 
- ATTORNEY AND CLIENT: 


The rule which excludes evidence of communications between attorney 
and client as privileged does not extend to those cases where the wit- 
ness was counsel for both parties, or to communications between the 
parties in the presence of counsel, or when made by one party to the 
attorney of the other. Carey v. Carey, 267. 


BASTARDY : 


1. It is not necessary that a bastardy proceeding should show affirmatively 
that the mother of the bastard was a single woman; that fact will be 
presumed. S. v. Peebles, 768. 


2. The fact that the mother of the alleged bastard was married only raises 
a presumption that the child was legitimate. Jb. 


8. Where it appeared that the affidavit upon which a bastardy warrant 
issued was sworn before a justice of the peace by the mother, it will 
be presumed to have been voluntarily made, nothing to the contrary 
being shown. Id. 


BILLS, BONDS, AND PROMISSORY NOTES: 


While there i is a prima facie presumption of law that the holder of negotia- | 
ble paper is the owner and took it for value and before dishonor, if 
fraud or illegality in the inception of the instrument is set up as a 
defense, and evidence tending to support it is offered, such presump- 
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BILLS, BONDS AND PROMISSORY NOTES—Continued. 


tion is rebutted and the burden of proof is shifted to the endorsee to 
show that he is a bona ue purchaser for value. Bank v. Burg- 
wyn, 62. 


BOND, OFFICIAL: 
When clerk’s bond liable, 78, 


BURDEN OF PROOF: 
In contributory negligence, 34. 
When shifted, 62, 365. 
In devise, 300. | 


CARRIERS : 


1. A rule of a railroad company that passengers desiring to travel in a 
coach attached to a freight train shall enter the car at a point other — 
than the ‘station or place where persons traveling in the ordinary 
passenger trains are received, is not an unreasonable regulation, pro- 

_ vided the way by which the passenger is required to pass from the 
place tickets are furnished to the point of oes is 3 kept in proper 
condition. Brown v. R. R., 34. 


2. The general rule is, that passengers who are injured while getting on or 
off moving trains cannot recover for such injuries. Jb. 


8. A common carrier of passengers is under no obligation to delay the 
departure of its trains or to look after the safety of persons who 
attempt to enter them when they have been stopped long enough to 
allow passengers to embark and disembark, but it may be liable for 
injuries incurred by one who, by the invitation or command of per- 
‘sons in charge of the trains, attempts to get on or off while the cars 
are in motion. Jb. 


4. When a railroad is empowered to connect with another railroad Mat the | 
city of Charlotte, at the point which may be found most practicable,” 
and, the connection is made at a point 1,000 yards outside the city 
limits, but at the most practicable point, this is within the charter. 
“At” does not necessarily mean “in” the city. Puréfoy v. R. R., 100.. 


5. When authority is given to connect with the C. & S. C. Railroad or with 
the N. GC. Railroad at Charlotte, and the railroad locates its line and. 
proceeds to construct it to a junction with the N. C. Railroad, but a 
few months before its completion to the latter point crosses another 
railroad which connects with the C. & S. C. Railroad, and by permis- 
sion of this latter railroad it runs its cars temporarily over it to the 
C. & 8. C. Railroad (laying down a third rail by reason of difference 
in gauge), this is not a ‘‘construction of its railroad to a junction | 
with the C. & S. C. Railroad” which deprives it of its election to con- 

-nect with the N. C. Railroad. Jb. . 


6. ‘Where the railroad was completed through the locus in quo prior to the 
—— aet of 1872 (The Code, sec. 1952), it was not necessary to the validity 
' of the location that a map of the route should be filed. Jb. 
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7 When the charter provides that, in the absence of any contract, the cor- 
poration acquires title to 100 feet on each side of the track, and if no 
claim for damages is brought in two years from the completion of 
that part of the road, it is barred; the corporation has a valid title 
to the right of way as its track ig completed. R. R. v. McCaskill, 94 
N. C., 746. 0. 


8. The title of the railroad to the right of way, once acquired, cannot be — 
lost by occupancy as to any part of it by the lapse of time. The Code, . 
sec. 150; R. R. v. McCaskill, 94.N. C., 746. Ib. 


9. It is the duty of a common carrier to provide sufficient means of trans- 
portation for all freight and passengers which its business naturally 
brings to it, and an unusual occasion by which a greater demand upon 
it.is temporarily made will not relieve it of the obligation, if by the 
use of reasonable foresight it could have been pee for. Purcell 
vu. R. R., 414. 


10. Where the plaintiff alleged in his cuisine and offered testimony tend- 
ing to show that he purchased a ticket from defendant’s agent at a 
regular station before the time advertised for the arrival and depart- 
ure of its trains at that place, and was in readiness to get aboard, but 

_ the train ran by, making no effort to stop, although it had room in 
its cars for plaintiff: Heid, (1) the complaint does set forth a cause 
of action in tort, of which the Superior Court had jurisdiction; and 
(2) the plaintiff was entitled to an instruction that if the jury found 

_ the facts alleged to be true, he would be entitled to punitive damages, 
in the absence of sufficient excuse shown by the defendant. Jb. 


11. A common carrier may demand prepayment of freight charges before 

shipment to any station, and from one shipper, though not required of 

others. It should appear, however, that a plaintiff had notice of such 
regulation. Randall v. Rk. R., 612. | 


12. The plaintiff was injured by the failure of the company receiving the 
goods for shipment to notify the defendant that the freight had been 
prepaid according to its well known peauEenents and must look to 
that company for damages. Jb. 


18. In an action against a railroad company for injury to person by its 
train, it appeared that the defendant had put in two sidetracks which 
extended into the public road, and that the plaintiff, a bright boy, 
about 13 years old, while passing along the highway, was struck and 
injured by an engine while seeking to avoid another coming from the 
opposite direction. At a short distance on either side of the tracks 

there was a wire fence: Held, he | was not entitled to recover. Mere- 
dith v. KR. R., 616. 


= Negligence of, 462. 
CHATTEL 


~-Yenant in common of chattel cannot maintain action against cotenant for 
conversion, 289. . 
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. CLERK: 


. INDEX 


1. Prior to the enactment of section 72 of The Code ineeeiines: 1883), 


clerks of the Superior Courts were not liable upon their official bonds 
. for moneys received by them in the capacity of receivers of funds 


belonging to infants; but now, by virtue of that section, such bonds 
are responsible for all moneys and effects which may come to their 
hands by color of their office or under any decree or order of a judge, 
though such order or decree may have been irregular or even vom for 
want of jurisdiction. Presson v. Boone, 78. 


2. A bond executed prior to, but current at, the tine of the enactment of 


that section would be liable for all such moneys and effects received 
thereafter while the bond was in force. JD. 


8. Where it was shown that in December, 1882, the clerk of a Superior 


Court, who had theretofore been appointed a receiver of funds belong- 
ing to a minor, received from an administrator a sum of money 
belonging to a minor, and gave a receipt therefor, signed “Clerk of the 
Superior Court and receiver of,” etc.: Held, that he was liable upon 
his bond as clerk, inasmuch as, under sections 1548, 1544 of The 
Code, it was made his official duty to receive and account for all. 
moneys, etc., paid into his office by executors and administrators—and 
it will be presumed he received the money by virtue of that authori- 
ty. Jb. : 


4, In an action to recover from the clerk and his sureties moneys received 


by him in his official capacity, the plaintiff is entitled to interest at 
6 per cent per annum from the time of its receipt by the officer, and . 
to 12 per cent from the time of demand and resus to pay. Ib. 


CODE, THE: | . PAGE CODE—Centinued. (PAGE 


Ch. = 1%...... abupeeOSt (en. Teo ‘Sees 218 cP cesyewaes Lehane eee 188 
a) eee ..... 497, 498, 500 © 288... ieanenanaet 295 
Hs BP cad aan ess eae 5S a: veesoece 228, 288 
AD og a rarts wind Me eaneee a 222 © OAD bade heteeg . 280 
© AT ee ceseee.. 107,665, 667 “ 247...... eeeeerds 150 
See, 72.....000. Lorre BSS + ORO a at leash aw ubasnc 2I6 
CEE: Fs ere cers laces TO. 10, “© Basie tomers, seeeces 288 
a Cee renten! 42400 OBL ae itn 605 
© ABO icon das eras ames en 105 © B64... sess S unmanee 402 
ne by ee era. wees BIZ? © DWT eee cc aetetuesntscies 177 
a | oe aistacasied a: re) ee veseeeses 820, 424 
@ ABGeisswacouecwuas 2,670.076 “ “270 ceseceve shite ceue ts ates SOD 
i “Abeencuieneineerces ise Eee oid cele rua baie 177 
MS ABB soca he wine eden eaias 676 © 278... sees een 177, 227, 615 
a: (7 See ee BT2,BTB, 647 Avec cece ee eus 77, 167, 288 
te AGG acne ccaweeiaine BIS “DUB vince beaten cee veces 274 
el ¢ oe een See renee G5 ORG ode bacewid ewes . 108 
180. .ccecceccececces BOS, B72 © DOD cece eee .... 490, 494 
ee eee saedtutato tasty G15 OB eenselacntnendadaias 499 
ae |. ee Souaeiebied BOL. ~ WO? BOT igs tityad te dc cutes 151 
ns |: eee ee ceceege remo? YEP MOR led occur ies 151 
58 200 .roewaee ae ene S64. AB aed ee eea he 198 
fe” WO ds be bataicabanveaien sien: 8 MB sale annie tara : 194, 665 


INDEX 


a 


CODE—Continued. PAGE CODE—Continued. _ -PAGE 
Sec, 447... cee cece eseecee 491, 492 Sec. TABS... rec eeeeee Wie ee a 715 
6 AB. caw ene sore aslo 491, 492 15 331 
a {0 ee ee cass 105 eee > 3s ee S sencks! OF 
2) Se ee oe i ne 0 7 ee 84 
6 FAB. ccc ewe erect eee eneee 109 ee 3 Seer eee 140 
3) See 406 ee 0) Wy (ee 4 
(0) See ene 544 a 0) 5: Sen 4 
STO is oa vanes pee ae Cea sales 13 ee i: Se eo 8 
BBL. cece cere cecicvee 13, 16 es 7) ee 8 
PBZ. Wes Sos Sale hee wars 13, 16 cae A )<) eee 458 
6 BBB cece cece ewecewecnes 18 2a |.) ee ee 204 
DOO oe vsewea ne waraiewes 299, 587 UT chia teetiaaanenese es 550 
i . re 343 meee by -eere eee eee ee oe 551 
Je ee ee ee 343 ene 0” eae 550 
OTT acne Sais Aes aig Wale ee 641 © 1TBB. cece es Peieenes es 561 
a - eeeee eee ee 641 “1754... 66s 398, 569, 571, 756 
IOS sic ob saaedehacakaee 681 ae (5) errr ee eer ees ee T5T 
TOT. cee e eee 681, 682, 687, MO NT59 ain tees ee tanec 757, 758 
690, 691, 694, 695, 696 ee MIG? seispaineca cued esse TST 
Se MIG cc teda iawn cata 682, 690 ee (.! eee ree eer ee 398 
TTT new ceee 682, 683, 689, 691 cae 6. Se 178, 186 
TID. cee Pee ee 682 ee 7; Se ee eee 506 
nn. :) ee ee 312 ae 5.331] See ee ee er 338 
a!) en a ae 771, 772 6 LBBG ccc cece ee eccccnens 338 
fo  QOO ss sistas Hoes eee es 753 An C=) 6) er 205 
6 DBT eee ee ceee issasese OLS eee (! 5 See - 107 
DEB. eee cece cece 26, 160, 458 VOD 2c suit vd tee Rae 104 
a ereere ce erie 771, T72 ee 5): Se ee 25, 27 
1025. cece ec ee eee eee ene 751 1960... ee eee eee 25, 26,27, 28 
& A0GC2 istu.taes ease 761, 762, 764 0“ 1968....... 0.22 eee 43, 417, 613 
$F 10OD. concen sccccecsacees 598 |) ore 694 
O° . 1007 i i eseee sae esas alex ss T79 6 DOBB occ e cee r eee eeeees 694 
6 DVOL. cee ees c et eenee wee TTD ne) bene ee she ee 
he 3 Dee eee ee 26, 28 a) CY re er 330 
AQIS aeons ea aes ween sis 29 6 BTB1. oe eee 736, 743, 745, 746 
eee 03) Gee ee eee 138 (Ss See ee 740, 741 
RS DDST is ieassiere an 3 4i0% 180, 181, 288 «6 DTGB. cee eee erence eeee 716 
66 1B2A. cece eee es ewene cons WOT © BTID cece e nce ec ce scnes 738 
$6 UBBO. cea ceaenenes esveree 403 ee! een 491, 499 
1850... 22 eee eee cecnawaes 12 6 2950. ce eee eee ee eew aw 499 
© ABT O eae 6 bn 50095 6 AGACRSS 563 2°) eee 491, 493, 499 
© (STB siisass ie esaas obese 564 OY DOD 2 iiss ha Re eee eaten seme 493 
6 IBTB. Wo coe cece eee eencnes 562 2955....-- saihiniaeemeleeee ses 493 
se). | See 562 6 QOBT ow cc e sere eevee 495, 497 
1888. bens cc cee ereesencee 565 0) eee ee 499 
61421. occ ewe ses ieee eGivele 258 Se) ee ee 495, 497 
ee C >). Se ee ne ne 258 ne). ee a 497 
ne C2 ena 281, 572 8B QOSV os essa ey ta wie avis are 491, 495 
ae C5); ee 715 6 BOTE.. ee eee reece cenene 243 
6 1442. eee cceee oc ceees .». T15 en) (3). eer 545 
6 VATE... ewe nec cenewonnneces 392 6 BBBC. cee eee ence ewees o79 
OO VATT co caceet ceca srastneene 392 
O77 


INDEX 


COLOR OF TITLH, 210. 
COMMENT OF COUNSEL—See Counsel: 


CONSTITUTION, THE: pace CONSTITUTION—Continued. PAGE 
Art. Wy ROC. 16s6iceriauadadan 490 Art, 10, sec. 2........... Osea look 
ee ae ee eeennees RBG FAQ 8 Bs cle ortage . 209, 677 
a eee ee ae eee eee 685, 686 
ae oe Coen oe (nc ee © Lae, crepes eames 762 
ae ee er ee ee 25, 28 

CONTRACT: | 


1. In 1875 the defendant contracted to sell to B a tract of land, and exe- 
cuted his bond to convey upon the payment of the purchase-money, 
evidenced by eight notes, due in successive annual installments. 
The mother of the vendee signed the notes as surety, it being agreed 
betweén her and her son, that, upon the payment of the purchase- 
money, he should convey to her a life estate in the land, and this 
agreement was endorsed by the vendor and witnessed by him upon 
the bond for title at the time of the delivery of the papers. The 
mother and son went into joint possession, and paid off several of 
the notes. Subsequently, without the knowledge of the mother, the 
defendant and the son made an arrangement by which the remaining 
notes were surrendered and others substituted, to secure which, with 
other sums loaned to the son by defendant, mortgages were executed 
upon the land. Upon information of these facts, in 1889, the mother 
brought suit to restrain the defendant from selling under the mort- 
gages, to protect her interest, and for general relief: Held, that 
while the mother was no party to the contract to convey the land 
entered into between the son and the defendant, she, by virtue of 
the agreement between her and her son, had an equity to have the 
legal title to a life estate conveyed to her upon the payment of the 
purchase-money, and of this the defendant had notice; and that 
her equity was not subject to a lien for the satisfaction of the balance 
due on the purchase-money. Barnes v. McCullers, 46. 


2. That upon the surrender of the original notes and the substitution of - 
others to which she was not a party, her liability as surety was 
terminated. J0. 


' 3. That while the entire interest in the land was subject to the payment 
of any balance that might be due on the purchase-money, and the 
vendor could not specifically subject the equitable estate of the 
mother to the payment thereof, the son’s interest might be subject 

to such charge, as well as a lien for the loans subsequently made. JD. 


4. That the mother’s right of action was not barred by the statute of limi- 
tations. Jb. 


5. The parol promise of one to pay the debt of another in the event the 
latter failed to make payment, is void under the statute of frauds, 
unless in the creation of the debt the creditor trusted to both the 
parties and credited them jointly and severally. Horne v. Bank, 109. 


6. The defendant received the note of the plaintiff executed to S as col- 
lateral security for a demand against S, for which defendant alleged 
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plaintiff was also liable; it was in evidence that the plaintiff, when 
the note was paid by him and surrendered to him by the defendant, 
in reply to a notice that he would be held liable for the balance of 
the debt due from §, said, “I will have the matter settled if I can”: 
Held, that such a declaration did not constitute a promise to pay the 
amount alleged to be due from S. Jb. — 


%. Plaintiffs contracted with a municipal corporation to construct water- 


works and to furnish the corporation with an adequate supply of 
water for all fire, sanitary and other public purposes, for which the 
corporation agreed to pay a fixed rent; it was stipulated in the same 
clause that upon a failure to furnish such supply the corporation 
should pay no rent. In another clause of the contract plaintiffs 


guaranteed to furnish a force of pressure sufficient to throw from 


any five hydrants, at same time, five streams of water seventy-five 
feet high. Plaintiffs complied with the conditions first named, but 
not with the last, and thereupon the city refused to pay rent: Held, 
(1) that the clauses were distinct in their purpose and effect, and 
that the corporation had no right to refuse payment of rent for the 
breach of the guaranty in respect to the pressure necessary to throw 
the water seventy-five feet; (2) that for any breach of said guaranty 
the corporation had a remedy which might by proper pleading be 
set up as defense to an action for recovery of rents. Nelson v. 
Charlotte, 121. | 


8. Long delay, accompanied by acts inconsistent with a purpose to per- 


form the contract, will, if not waived, bar the right to a specific 
performance. Holden v. Purefoy, 168. | 


contract required by the statute of frauds to be in writing may be 
waived in parol by abandonment, but the acts constituting such 


abandonment must be positive, unequivocal and inconsistent with 


the contract. The rule is founded upon the doctrine of estoppel, 
and not upon the idea that an estate can be passed by such waiver > 
or abandonment. Jb. 


10. Not only will the Courts refuse to decree a specific performance when 


such waiver is established, but the circumstances may be of such 
character that they will operate as an absolute discharge of the 
contract, even as between the original parties, and take away any 
remedy either at law or in equity. Jb. | 


11. Receipt of interest in advance of the time it would accrue is prima 


facie evidence of a binding contract to forbear and delay the time 
of payment of the principal, and no action can be maintained for . 
such principal during the period covered by the agreement unless © 
the right to sue has been reserved; and in the absence of rebutting 
proofs the prima facie case becomes conclusive. Hollingsworth v. 
Tomlinson, 245. 


12. The receipt of interest in advance, although upon an usurious rate, 


will support a contract to forbear, and if made without the assent or 
knowledge of the surety to the obligation will exonerate him from 
liability. Jb. 
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13. A vendee in an executory contract to convey lands having failed to pay 


14. 


15. 


16. 


the purchase-money when it became due, subsequently purchased 
his notes therefor at. an administrator’s sale for a nominal amount, 
and then brought an action to compel the vendor’s representatives to 
convey to him: Held, (1) that a specific performance would not 
be decreed until the vendee had paid the price stipulated in the 
contract of sale; (2) that the defendants having prayed for affirma- 
tive relief, it was not error to decree that the land should be sold 
and the proceeds applied to the satisfaction of the balance due, if 
the plaintiff did not pay within a time fixed. Burnap v. Sidberry, 3807. | 


Where the law of the place of the performance of a contract for the 


sale and delivery of goods prohibits such transactions on Sunday, 
the courts will not recognize any market price alleged to be preva- 


lent on that day. McAdbsher v. R. R., 344. 


The plaintiffs made an oral contract with a common earrier by which 


the latter agreed to furnish cars for the transportation of plaintiff’s. 
property on a day certain, but failed to do so; a short time there- 
after the carrier did ship the goods, for which it gave a bill of 
lading: Heid, that the prior oral contract was not merged in the 
latter, and the plaintiffs could maintain an action for damages for a 
breach thereof. Hamilton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 398, approved. Ib. 


It is a general principle that the validity of a contract and its con- 


struction are determined by the law of the place where it is made, | 
and if valid there, it is valid everywhere. Taylor v. Sharp, 377. 


17. S being the owner of certain lands, conveyed them by deed absolute 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21, 


to B upon the parol promise of the latter that from the proceeds 
of any sale the vendee might make, after paying expenses, etc., the 
vendor should be paid a part: Held, not to be within the statute of 
frauds. Sprague v. Bond, 382. 


While such an agreement constitutes no trust, nor passes any interest 


in the land itself, and while equity would not compel a sale by the 
vendee, yet, where the latter makes a voluntary sale, the vendor has 
the right to call for an account and to recover his share of proceeds 
under the agreement. fb. 


It is not within the scope of the authority of a chief engineer of a 


railway company to enter into contracts on behalf of his employer 
with subordinate agents or servants in respect to their wages. 
Gillis v. R. R., 441. : 


Where the terms of a contract are fixed, the court and not the jury 


is its proper interpreter. Spragins v. White, 449. 


In an action for the price of a certain lot of shoes, the defense was 


that they were not delivered at the time agreed on, the agreement 
being that the defendant bought the goods upon plaintiffs’ promise 
to have them at a fixed place in two weeks; so the instruction of. 
the court that the jury must inquire what was meant by it, was 


error. JD. 
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22. In an action for the balance of the purchase-money dee for certain 
machinery, the defense and counterclaim was plaintiffs’ failure to 
comply with the terms of the contract by not shipping in time, nor 
according to order, a material part. The plaintiffs replied that they 
were defendant’s agents, and, as to the part in question, it was not 
included in the order. There was evidence tending to support the 
defense. The court instructed the jury to render a verdict that 
plaintiffs had not failed to comply with their contract: Held, to 
be error. Powers v. Erwin, 522. 


23, The plaintiff brought this action against the defendant for services 
rendered him from 18838 to 1889. Defendant pleaded the statute 
of limitations and a counterclaim. Plaintiff denied the counterclaim, 
and replied that the contract was that he was to be paid at the 
defendant’s death, but had been dismissed from his service: Held, 
(1) that it was not incompetent for plaintiff to testify of the matters 
set up in his teplication under the pleadings as they stood un- 
amended; (2) it was not error for the court to charge that if the 
contract was as alleged by plaintiff in his replication, then, unless 
the plaintiff was willing to perform his part of it, and was prevented 
from so doing by the defendant, they would find plaintiff not entitled 
to recover; (8) that if the contract set out in the replication ex- 
isted, and the plaintiff was ready to perform his part of it, his 
recovery was not barred by the statute of limitations; (4) that if 
there was no contract as to length of service or rate of payment, 
plaintiff could only recover for three years next preceding the com- 
mencement of the suit. Fulps v. Mock, 601. 


24, In an action brought to recover possession of a mare, the plaintiff 
alleged that he placed her with the defendant, a horse-trader, to 
be trained for trotting races. Defendant was to stable and feed her, 
and, at plaintiff’s direction, put her on the track for trial race; and 
when she had attained the proper speed, she was to be turned over 
to the plaintiff, who was to sell her, and out of the proceeds pay for 
her board, lodging and training; that defendant refused to give her 
a trial race and to turn her over, and, in violation of the contract, 
he permitted her to be driven for business and pleasure: Held, that 
upon these allegations, if true, plaintiff was entitled to recover. 
Barringer v. Burns, 606. 


25. It was not error for the court to charge that, in certain aspects of the 
case, specifying such aspects, the plaintiff might recover, where 
there was evidence in support of them, especially as the aspects favor- 

able to defendant were likewise specified. J0. 


26. The defendant has no lien upon the mare for the expenses of shoeing © 
her while in his possession, when no charge was made against him 
therefor. Jb. 


Parol evidence permissible to prove, 21. 

Of insurance, 213. | 

To bind personal property of married woman, 508. 
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Matter of discretion and not reviewable, 282. 


CONSTITUTION: 2 


The provision in the Constitution (Art. VILL, sec. 1) which reserves to 
the General Assembly the power to alter or repeal acts incorporat- 
ing companies, does not authorize the enactment of .a statute which, 
under the pretense of protecting a public interest, or exercising an 
acknowledged police power, appropriates the corporate property to 
the public use. R. R. v. Comrs., 56. 


CORPORATION: 


1. Copies of letters of incorporation are admissible to show prima facie — 
the existence of a corporation, and it cannot avoid its liability for 
debts, because in fact it had but an inchoate existence. Marshall v. 
Bank, 689. 


2. When articles of value were prepared by plaintiffs according to the 
direction of such corporation, and before the order was counter- 
manded, they are entitled to recover the damages sustained on account 
of defendant’s refusal to receive them. J). 


3. The measure of damages is the difference between the contract price 
and their present value, and if of no value to. any one but the de- 
fendant then the measure is the contract price. JD. 


4, If an act is to be done by an incorporated body, the law, resolution 
or ordinance authorizing it to be done is valid if passed by a majority 
of those present at a legal meeting; and when the act creating a 
corporation is silent on the subject, a majority of the officers or per- 
sons authorized to act constitute the legal body, and a majority of 
the members of the legally constituted body can exercise the powers 
delegated to. the municipality. Cotton Mills v. Comrs., 678. 


COSTS: 
When “next friend” taxed with, 365. 


For extra necessary printing of record, 399, 405. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS: 


1. Where the statute, in express terms, gives the county commissioners power 
to provide a jury for two weeks, and then afterward the term of 
the court is lengthened to three weeks, they have power, by impli- 
cation, to provide a jury for the third week also. Leach v. Linde, 547. 


2. Where, upon failure of the county commissioners to draw a jury for 
such third week, the court orders the same to be drawn as prescribed 
by section 1782 of The Code, such jury is legal. Jb. 


8. If an act is to be done by an incorporated body, the law, resolution 
or ordinance authorizing it to be done is valid if passed by a majority 
of those present at a legal meeting; and when the act creating a 
corporation is silent on the subject, a majority of the officers or per- 
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sons authorized to act constitute the legal body, and a majority of 
the members of the legally constituted body can exercise the powers. 
delegated to the municipality. Cotton Mills ». Comrs., 878. 


4. The powers delegated to a county can, as a general rule, be exercised 
by. the board of county commissioners, or in pursuance of a resolu- 
tion adopted by them; but, where the action of the commissioners, 
as in the matters specified in subsections 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17 and 20 
of section 117 of The Code, is subject to the “concurrence of a. ma- 
jority of the justices of the peace,” or “the assent of a majority of 
the justices of the peace therein,” the action of the board must be 
approved at a meeting of the justices convened according to law, 
a majority of the whole number in the county being present, by a 
majority of such majority constituting the organized body. Jb. 


5. The words “majority of the members-elect,” or “majority of the quali- 
fied voters,” are used in constitutions and laws to take the exercise 
of a particular power out of the general.rule, and make the assent 
of a majority of the whole number necessary. Jb. 


G. Where the approval of the justices is required, it must be given in a 
properly constituted meeting by them as an organized body. It is 
not sufficient to secure the assent of even a majority of the whole 
_ number manifested only by their signatures to a paper-writing. Jb. 


7. The commissioners are not required in any case to yote or participate 
in the meeting of the justices. Ib. 


8. The county commissioners must, in all cases, exercise their own judg- 
ment first, just as though their action would be final, but they cannot 
give effect to such action, where the statute makes the approval of 
the justices necessary, till the justices ratify it. 7b. 


9. The agreement by the commissioners to pay each year a sum of money 

equal to the aggregate amount of plaintiff's tax for that year till 

the whole cost of the bridge should be discharged, was not an unlaw- 

ful appropriation of the tax devoted by law to other purposes, but 

simply the means of ascertaining the amount of each annual install- 
ment. Jb. 


COUN SEL: 


1. The fact that a party to an action, who is present at the trial, does 
not become a witness in explanation of. suspicious circumstances 
affecting the integrity of his conduct, and about which he has 
peculiar means of information, is a legitimate subject for comment 
by counsel, notwithstanding the deposition of such party, made on 
the application of his adversary, has been introduced by ‘himself. 
Hudson w. Jordan, 10. 


2. The fact that a witness, who was present at a conversation had between 
the plaintiff and defendant’s agent, was not called to contradict the 
plaintiff, though present in court assisting defendant in the trial, is 
a legitimate subject for counsel’s comment. Grubbs v. Ins. Co., 472. 
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COVENANTS: | 


When there were rected by defendants independent éotaterat cove- 
nants intended to secure the plaintiff for the balance found to be due 
for advancements made by plaintiff to them, and it appeared that, 

re upon such advancements and before the balance had been ascertained, 

plaintiff charged them usurious interest, to which no exception was 

made at the time of the referee’s report and the court’s confirma- 

tion thereof: Held, that the judgment of the court that the plaintiff 

recover no interest on balance found to be due was error. Bank v, 

— Bobbitt, 525. 
COVERTURE: 

Plea of, when set up, 503. 


_# 


CREDITOR'S BILL: 


1, Several creditors age unite in an action against their common debtor 
to obtain judgment for their respective claims and set aside an alleged 
fraudulent. conveyance of the debtor’s property, and the parties so 
uniting may acquire a preference, by way of ale lien; over other 
“general creditors. Smith v. Summerfield, 284. 


2. In an action by creditors to subject property to the satisfaction of their 
debts, it is not necessary they should seek to subject all the property 
of the debtors, or make parties those who claim any porn not 
sought to be reached. Ib. 


CROPS: 


To eonnceate the offense of an nial seizure of crops by the landlord, 
under The Code, sec. 1759, it is not essential that the landlord should 
take forcible or even manual possession of them; the offense will be 
complete if he exercises that possession or control which prevents the 
tenant from gathering and removing his crop in a peaceable manner. 
S. v. Ewing, 55. 


DAMAGES: 


L If the tort is the result of simple eeiieeses: damages will be restricted 
to such as are compensatory; but if it was willful or committed with 
such circumstances as show gross negligence, punitive damages may 
be given. Purcell v. R..R., 414. 


2. The measure of damages is the fair cnet value of the property destroyed 
at the time and place of its destruction. Grubbs v. Ins. Co., 472. 


3. In an action to recover damages for fraud and deceit, by which plaintiff 
was induced to contract to purchase corporation. stock of no value, it | 
appeared that the-contract contained a clause to the effect that the 
contract was “conditioned” upon the statements of defendants being 


584 


INDEX 


DAMAGES— Continued. 


verified by an expert. After the evidence was closed and re was 
addressing the jury, the court stated that, as plaintiff had not had the 
statements of defendants verified by the expert, it would instruct the 
jury that the plaintiff was not entitled to : recover: Held, to be error. 
Blacknall v. Rowland, 554. 


Action for, in deceit in sale of land, 485. 
For false arrest, 489. 
' In action for false representation, 547. 


Measure of, 639. 


DECEIT: 


In an action for damages for deceit practiced in the sale of some land, the 
proof was that the defendant pointed out some lines and boundaries, 
some of which were not true, and said a survey showed a certain 
number of acres. ‘There was no proof that defendants knew they 
were untrue or intended to deceive plaintiff, or that the survey did 
not show the alleged number of acres: Held, the action could not be 
maintained. Gatlin v. Harrell, 485. ni 


DECEASED PERSONS: 


Transactions with, 514. 


DEED : 


1. In a deed conveying a tract of land the grantor reserved to himself the 
right to manage the entire farm and make such changes or improve- 
ments upon the buildings as he chose, so that he did not deprive the © 
grantee of a home, and remained on the land, erecting buildings and 
collecting rents, a portion of which he paid to the grantee, who also 
resided on the premises: Held, (1) that such possession was not 
adverse to the grantee; (2) that the possession of the grantor being 

that of, the grantee, it was sufficient, if continued for the statutory | 

period, to ripen a color of title under an unregistered deed and main- | 
tain an action for the recovery of possession against a subsequent 
purchaser from the grantor. Turner v. Williams, 210. 


2. Under a deed or devise of land to husband and wife, the vendees or 
devisees take an estate in entirety, and upon the death of one of — 
them the other takes the whole estate by right of survivorship. Har- 
rison v. Ray, 215. 


3. The rule.in reference to the certainty of the description of personal 
property in a deed, and admissibility of parol evidence to support it, 
is less rigid than that which Bee with respect to real property. 
Morris v. Connor, 321. 


» 


- 4. In conveyances of personal property, although. the description may not 
be such as to distinguish it from other similar articles or point to 
evidence aliunde by which it might be identified, the instrument will 
not be void if supported by parol testimony sufficient to satisfy the 


585 


INDEX 


‘DEED—Continued. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14, 


jury that the property was separated, in fact, at the time of the con- 
tract, so that the parties understood what it was, and were able to . 
identify it. 0. 


. Designating land by the name it is called is a sufficient description to 


enable its location to be determined by parol proof. Huliss v. Me- 
Adams, 507. 


. Reference to one deed in another for purpose of description is equiva- 


lent to incorporating and Setting out its description in full. Jb. 


. For the purpose of showing lines and boundaries it is competent to show _ 


where the surveyor actually ran. I. 


. A junior deed is not competent to establish the corner of a tract de- 


_ scribed in an older deed. Jd. 


. Wherever ‘the word “heirs” in a conveyance executed before 1879 is 


joined as a qualification to the name or designation of the bargainee, 

even in the clause of warranty, or where this covenant is confused 

with the premises or habendum, if, by transposition, parenthesis, or 

punctuation, the word “heirs” can be made to qualify the apt words 

of conveyance, the instrument will be construed to convey a fee, and 

this though the words have to do duty in the warranty and in connec- 
- tion with the words of conveyance. Mitchell v. Mitchell, 542. 


The recital in a deed of the receipt of the consideration is not con- 
tractual in its character, and is only prima facie evidence of the pay- 
ment of the purchase-money, which may be rebutted by parol testi- 
mony. Barbee v. Barbee, 581. 


A deed of a sheriff is not void because the defendant in execution was 


insane at the time of the judgment and sale thereunder—it is only 
voidable. Thomas v. Hunsucker, 720. ; 


Although the vendor, at the time of the alleged fraudulent conveyance, 
retained property sufficient to pay his indebtedness, and although the 

' yendee paid the purchase-money, yet if the conveyance was made 
with the intent to defraud creditors, and this was known to and par- 
ticipated in by the vendee, the deed is void as to the creditors. Hud- 
son v. Jordan, 10. 


A party against whom the registry of a deed (or other instrument), or 
a copy thereof, has been introduced in evidence, cannot then raise the 
objection that there is a variance between such registry, or copy, and 
the original instrument. If he desired to avail himself of such objec- 
tion, he should have required the production of the original in the 
way provided by the statute (The Code, sec. 1251). Devereur v. 
MeMahon, 134, 


While the statute of North Carolina (The Code, sec. 1554) requires all 
deeds conveying lands to be signed by the maker, the signing need 
not necessarily be at the end of the deed; if the signature is in the: 
body of the instrument, it is sufficient. Jb. 
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15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 
20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


Nor is it essential that the maker should actually sign his name; he 
may authorize another to do so in his presence, or he may affix his 
mark or other symbol and thereby adopt a seal attached, as well as 
his own name, written in the deed by another, and it makes no differ- 
ence that the maker is able to write his name, or that there is no sub- 
scribing witness. Lb. 


The execution of a deed by affixing a mark, either by the maker himself 
or by some one in his presence thereto duly authorized, may be proved 
by evidence that it was a substitute habitually used by the maker for 
his signature and capable of identity, as proof is made of hand- 
writing, or from the evidence of an eye-witness that he saw the mark 
attached or heard the maker acknowledge it as his. JD. 


A number of grantors may, by delivery, adopt a seal attached to the 
name of one of them, there being a recital in the deed that they had 
affixed their seals. Jb. : 


If a seal is attached to the maker’s name, although there is no such 
recital, it will constitute the instrument a deed. Jb. | 


The law favors those who are illiterate and will endeavor to arrive at 
and carry out their true intent by a liberal application of technical 
rules. J0. 


A subscribing witness to an instrument may adopt a mark or any other 
symbol for his signature, when such mark or symbol has such pecu- 
liarities as will enable it to be identified as his act. Jb. 


The fact of the signing by the grantor and possession of the deed by the 
grantee being established, a delivery will be presumed. Jb. 


The misrecital or failure to read the contents of a deed to an illiterate 
grantor, who requests to know what it contains, is a fraud in the 
factum. Ib. 


A description in a deed of “certain tract of land, begins at a pine on R.’s 
line, thence running K.’s line, thence binding on L.’s line, then to the 
first station, including 25 acres,” is not void for uncertainty, and may 
be aided by parol proof. Alien v. Sallinger, 159. 


The fact that a deed was in possession of the grantee, accompanied by 
proof that it was signed by the grantor, is evidence from which the 
‘ jury may presume a delivery. Whitman v. Shingleton, 193. 


The presumption of delivery arising from possession of the deed by the 
grantee may be rebutted by proof that such possession was obtained 
without the consent or contrary to the intention of the grantor. Jb, 


Lack of seal and apt legal terms in, 425. 


DESCENT: 


ai 


A man and woman, both slaves, cohabited as husband and wife for 
Several years, but separated prior to emancipation. Several children 
were born while this relation existed. After the separation, the 
woman entered into a similar relation. with another slave, which con- 
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tinued until after the end of the war, when the parties duly acknowl- 
edged and had recorded the fact of cohabitation, as provided by 
chapter 40, Laws 1865-66. Two children were born of this union 
before 1866, one of whom died after his parents, unmarried and intes- 
tate. The father died in 1873, seized of lands, and the mother in 
1876, also seized of other lands: Held, (1) that by virtue of the act of 
1866 the children of the last union were legitimate and inherited the 
lands of which their father died seized; (2) that they also inherited 
the lands of which their mother died seized, to the exclusion of her 
children born of the first union; (8) upon the death of one of the 
legitimate children, his estate descended to the other as his next col- 
lateral relation; (4) the statute of 1879 (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 
13) operated only prospectively, and could not divest any estate 
theretofore acquired. Tucker v. Bellamy, 98 N. C., 33, approved. 
Jones v. Hoggard, 178. 


2. Persons born in slavery, of slave parents, and who were not leciGuwated 
by their parents marrying subsequent to the war, are not legitimated 
by the act of 1879 (The Code, sec. 1281, Rule 13), except to the extent 
of inheriting from their parents, yet such persons have the right of 
illegitimates between themselves, under The Code, sec. 1281, Rules 9 
and 10. Hence, when there are two brothers coming under this de- 
scription, and one dies, leaving no. issue or mother, the other brother 
inherits and is the next in title. Tucker v. Bellamy, 98 N. C., 31, and | 
Jones v. Hoggard (at this term), distinguished. Tucker v. Tucker, 
235. 


' Negro blood within prohibited degrees, 298. 


_DEPOSITIONS: 
When competent, 588. 


DISTRESS: 
Common-law remedy of, does not obtain in this State, 567. 


DOMICILE: 


1. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it will be presumed that the 
residence of a party to a contract is at the place where the contract 
was made. Taylor v. Sharp, 3t7. 


2. Where the defendant and his wife executed and delivered in the State 
of New York their joint promissory note to the plaintiff, payable in 
the city of Baltimore, Maryland, two months after date: Held, that 
personal service of the summons having been made, the courts of | 
North Carolina had jurisdiction of an action to recover the sum _ 
alleged to be due thereon, and that the fact of the relation of husband 
and wife between defendants did not prevent a judgment against the 
wife. 70. 


DOWER: 
1. The decision in Watts v. Leggett, 66 N. C., 197, in respect to the assign- 


ment of dower to widow and allotment of homestead to heirs at law - 
of deceased persons, is again affirmed. Graves v. Hines, 262. 
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2. The court may permit a creditor of a person who died seized and pos- 
sessed of lands to be made a party to a proceeding for dower, and 
contest the claim of the widow. Welfare v. Welfare, 272. 


3. The remedy against an excessive assignment of dower is by eeopione 
to the report of the jury, upon the hearing of which it is competent. 
for the court to hear affidavits, with a view to ascertain the facts; 
and, ordinarily, the court before which such questions are heard is 
the sole judge whether a FeAsueent or successive reassignments 
shall be made. Jb. 


EASEMENT: 


In the trial of an action to recover damag@s for an alleged obstruction of. 
an easement over lands to which the plaintiff did not in his com- 
plaint claim title, it was error to admit testimony that the plaintiff 
had title to the servient land. Faulk v. Thornton, 314. | 


Nonuser of, for right of way for railroad, 425. 


ELECTIONS: 


1. While the courts have no power to enjoin municipal authorities from 
ordering an election in pursuance of a law to select officers or to deter- 
mine any question made dependent upon such election, nevertheless 
where it is apparent that such election will be of no possible benefit 
to any one, but may work irreparable injury to some, an injunction 
until the final hearing may be granted, particularly if the acts com- 
plained of have a tendency to prevent the construction of a railroad 
or some other enterprise in which the public have an interest. R. FR. 
v, Comrs., 56. | | 


2 It is essential to the validity of an election that it shall be held under. 
some proper authority, and conducted substantially in the manner 
prescribed by law. Van Amringe vw. Taylor, 196. 


3. To constitute an officer de facto it is requisite that there be some color- 
able election or appointment to, and induction into, the office. JD. 


°-4, One who usurps an office may act for such a length of time or under 
such circumstances as to raise a presumption of his right to act, in 
which event his acts are valid as to the public and third persons. Jb. 


5. Where it appeared that a duly appointed registrar of voters appointed 
a clerk to assist him, but who fraudulently got possession of the regis- 
tration books and refused to surrender them, and proceeded, in defi- 
ance of the demands and protest of the registrar, to appoint judges of 
election, open polls, receive, canvass and make returns: Held, that 
the clerk was a mere usurper, and the election was void. JD. 


HJECTMENT : 


1. A defendant in an action of ejectment need not connect himself with an 
outstanding title in third persons, except in cases where both parties 
claim from the same source, and not even is exception made in this 
case where the plaintiff has been divested of such title. Thomas v. 
Hunsucker, 720. | 
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2, When a defendant in ejectment has entered possession as plaintiff's 
tenant, he may resist recovery by showing that plaintiff has been 
divested of the title, and still more has he this Denvrene where no such 
relation exists. Jb. : 


3. When the case states that the defendant offered re identify- 

| ' ing the land, but does not purport to set out the testimony in full, 
and the ruling of the court seems to assume its existence, this Court 
cannot say that it does not exist. J/0. 


4, A deed of a sheriff is not void because the defendant in execution was 
insane at the time of the judgment and sale thereunder; it is only 
voidable. Jb. e : 


5. The purchaser at a sale under execution gets a good title, though the 
judgment upon which the execution was issued is subsequently set 
aside. for irregularity therein; and the same principle applies to 
irregularity in the execution. Such irregularities cannot be ques- 
tioned in an action against such purchaser, unless the plaintiff is pur- 
chaser under his own judgment. J/0. 


EMINENT DOMAIN: 


1. In 1855, C. and others executed to the Wilmington, Charlotte & Ruther- 
fordton Railroad Company an instrument, not under seal, stipulating 
that the makers “do hereby relinquish to the said company the right 
of way for said road through all and every piece of land owned by us 
severally in the county of ‘Cleveland, and we do this in consideration 
of the prospective advantage which may accrue to us, arising from 
the road’s location through our county.” Prior to 1860, the company 
surveyed the line of its road through C.’s lands and began the con- 
-struction, but in that year suspended all work, which was not resumed _ 
until 1885 by the Carolina Central Railroad Company, the successor 
of the original corporation. While the work was thus suspended, 
C. sold and conveyed to the plaintiff, who entered and for seventeen 
years used and cultivated the portion of the lands claimed by the 
railroad in the usual course of agriculture: Held, the instrument, 
because of the absence of 2 seal and lack of apt legal terms, was not 
a deed effectual to convey an interest in land. Beattie v. R. R., 425. 


2. It did not convey an easement, but, at most, only constituted an execu- 
tory contract to convey an easement whenever the road should be 
Jocated on and completed through the lands, provided that result was. 
produced within a reasonable time. Jb. 


3. While the mere nonuser of an easement may not defeat or impair the 
claim of a railroad company to a right of way for an unfinished line, 
yet when such nonuser is accompanied by such acts of dominion for 
a long period by the owner of the servient lands as are inconsistent 
with the nature of the easement, and as indicate an intention to. 
abandon it, the easement will be lost and the owner of the fee will 
regain the title. Jb. 


A, A title to a right of way can only be acquired (1) by condemnation and 
_ compensation in the manner provided by law; (2) by formal deed of 
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conveyance from the owner; (3) by the performance of some act or 
payment of some consideration by virtue of an executory agreement 
enforceable in a court of equity between the owner and the corpora- . 
tion; (4) by completing a road over lands and thereby exposing the 
corporation to liability for compensation, when such right and lia- 
bility are provided by statute. 70. , 


5. The conduct of the company in relation to the right of way had been 
such as to justify the belief 6n the part of the plaintiff, when he 
bought in 1869, that the purpose of completing the road had been 
abandoned. Jb. : | | 


6. As the plaintiff had no notice of the contract signed by C, his bargainor, 
the fact that grading had been done on the land did not preclude the 
plaintiff from claiming damage when the grading should be com- 
pleted. Jb. 


7. If C had not aliened the land and had brought. the action himself, the 
courts would not, in the exercise of their discretionary power, enforce 
the agreement by requiring C to perform his contract, made upon the 
implied stipulation that the road would be completed within a reason- 
able time by the company or its assignees. Jb. | r 

8. As the defendant is deemed to have abandoned its claim under the con- 
tract, it is not necessary to determine how long an adverse occupancy 
by the plaintiff was necessary to divest the equitable right to the 
easement. JD. 


ENTRY AND GRANT: 


1. Where the plaintiff offered a junior grant, issued upon a senior entry, for 
the purpose of showing title out of the State, and also testimony tend- 
ing to show seven years continuous adverse possession under colorable 
title on the part of those through whom he claimed, and the defend- 
ant offered a grant of older date than that introduced by the plaintiff, 
issued upon a junior entry, but also offered mesne conveyances to 
connect himself with both the older and younger grants: Held, (1) 
that the plaintiff was not precluded from using either grant to show 
that the State did not controvert his title in connection with proof of 
possession under colorable title by himself or those through whom he © 
claimed; (2) that no equities being set up in the pleadings, the older 
title is deemed paramount, and one who connects himself with it is 
considered the true owner; (3) that where two of five heirs at law, to 
whom the legal title had passed by conveyances and descent from 
the senior grantee, were sui juris during the seven years when the land 
was occupied by B, under whom the plaintiff claims, such heirs at law, 
and those claiming under them, could not avoid the consequences of 
their Jaches in failing to sue the trespasser, by showing that during the 

' period of such occupancy their rights to sue under the junior grant 
had not accrued; (4) that the junior grantee, and those claiming 
under him, took but a bare right to bring an action to establish their 
equity, and until the legal title should be conveyed to them. under a 
decree of court, the junior title was available only as color; (5) 
whether the husband of one to whom the junior title had passed by 
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purchase or descent held as tenant by the curtesy such an interest as 
- was, before 1 March, 1849, liable to sale under execution, quere. Gil- 
christ v. Middleton, 705. 


; Where a grant was issued in 1847, the grant was not void upon its face, 


as was declared in the former appeal in this case, but the enterer had 

a right to call for a grant even forty-six years afterwards, provided 
the purchase-money was paid to the State before 31 December of the 
second year after the entry was made. JD. 


. The effect of the Act of 1842, ch. 85, was to revive an entry lapsed for 


want of payment of the purchase-money as of the date of the act, and 
therefore an entry made in 1801 would, when revived, be junior to one 
made in 1841. J0. 


. A resolution passed by the General Aceeniee 1847, and reciting that 


the purchase-money for the land entered in 1801 had been paid in 1804, 
would not divest any right acquired under the arent of 1842 issued 
upon the entry of 1841. Jb. 


. After the lapse of so many years, and without actual notice that the pur- 


chase-money for the older entry had been paid, another might inno- 
cently enter and take out a grant for the land for his own benefit. Jb. 


. The personal representative has no control over the land of a decedent 


till he obtains license to sell in order to make assets, but a sale by the 
heirs or devisee within two years after the grant of letters of admin- 
istration is declared, as against the creditor or personal representa- 
tive, void. Jb. 


. The provision was not intended to save the heir or devisee from the con- 


‘sequences of his own laches, or to deprive one who has been more 
diligent of a right acquired under section 141 of The Code. 0. 


. The Secretary of Sta te, upon application to him for a grant of vacant 


lands belonging to the State; has no right to receive and act upon 
testimony outside of the paper filed by the claimant. Wool v. Saun- 
ders, 729. 


: Where the eeiuaat has complied with the law, and it appears from the 


warrant and survey that the entry taker and surveyor have discharged 
their duties, the Secretary mas issue the grant, and has no discretion 
in the matter. JD. 


. The trial of questions arising thereon is left to the courts. Ib. 


. A grant irregularly issued is voidable; if issued for land not subject to 


entry, itis void. Jb. 


. The Secretary may refuse to issue a grant when, upon the face of the 


warrant and survey, it clearly appears that the land is not subject 
to entry, or is subject. to entry only upon conditions which are not 
shown to exist; and no court can compel him to issue such grant. Ib. 


It appeared in a copy of the entry that the land entered “was covered 
by water in front of Jacob Wool’s woodyard wharf in the town of 
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Edenton, running out from the foot of said wharf south between lines 
parallel and distant one from the other sixty-four and one-half feet 
so far as the channel, a distance of one hundred and forty-five feet, 
containing .. acre’; Held, (1) that this description shows that the 
land is covered by navigable water, and in front of an incorporated 
town; (2) such land is not the subject of entry except under the pro- 
visions prescribed in The Code, sec. 2751, one of which is that the town 
corporation shall regulate the line on deep water to which entries may 
be made; (8) until the town authorities act, the land is not subject to 
entry. Jb. 


i4. When it sufficiently appeared from the face of the papers presented by 


the claimant that the town authorities have designated the line on 
deep water to which the entry could be made, and that the boundaries 
indicated are in conformity therewith, the Secretary of State could 
issue the warrant. /0. 


ESTOPPEL. 
A judgment that “plaintiffs are permitted to withdraw their action or 


special proceeding because the same was prematurely begun, and leave 
is given the defendants to withdraw their counterclaim,” cannot be 
pleaded as estoppel as between the parties thereto in another action 
between the same. Such judgment is no final determination of the 
controversy. Stewart v. Register, 588. 


EVIDENCE: 
1. As between the parties, there being no question of title arising from 


ot 


prior registration of junior deeds, a deed registered ofter the com- 
mencement of an action is admissible in evidence. Hudson v. Jordan, 
10. . 


. In a civil action, when there is no conflict of evidence, the judge should 


direct the verdict to be entered. Purefoy v. R. R., 100. 


. With a view to show that the defendants were of negro blood within the 


prohibited degrees, and, therefore, illegitimate and incapable of in- 
heriting from the deceased, a white person, under whom the plaintiffs 
also claimed, the latter introduced them before the jury for inspection, 
but did not further examine them as witnesses: Held, that this did 
not open the door to the defendants to testify to any communication 
or transaction with their deceased ancestor. Hopkins v. Bowers, 298. 


. If, under such circumstances, the plaintiff had examined them as wit- 


nesses to any transactions with the deceased, they could be cross-ex- 
amined only as to the same transactions. JD. 


. Courts will not take judicial notice of the laws of another State in the 


Union, or of foreign countries. Waters v. R. R., 349. 


. Evidence of the market price of a commodity on Sunday in a State 


where business transactions on that day are forbidden will not be 
heard in support of an action to recover damages for a breach of con- 
tract to deliver the goods on that day. ID. | 
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7. The presumption that every person is sane is not so far rebutted by the 


CH 


10. 


ome 


12. 


15. 


14. 


16. 


17. 


fact that the clerk of the court had, in a preliminary proceeding, ap- 
pointed a next friend to represent the alleged insane person in the 
pending action as to change the burden of proof. Smith v. Smith, 
365. 


. The law attaches peculiar importance to the testimony of subscribing 


witnesses and family physicians. Jb. 


. The admission of incompetent testimony will not be sufficient to warrant 


a new trial where it is apparent it could work no injury to the party 
objecting. Brown v. McKee, 387. 


Upon an issue whether goods had been delivered to defendant as upon 
consignment, or upon an absolute sale—the letter containing the order 
being indefinite on this point—the “letter head” of the defendant, 
printed upon the paper upon which the order was written, in which 
he described his business as “General Merchandise Broker” and 
soliciting consignments, was some evidence to be submitted to and con- 
sidered by the jury in determining the nature of the transaction. 
Simpson v. Pegram, 407. 


The declarations of a party made after the commission of the offense 
with which he is charged, not res geste, are incompetent as evidence 
for him. WS. v. Stubbs, T74. 


A judgment debtor conveyed to his creditor a tract of land, and there- 
upon the latter executed to the former a bond conditioned to convey 
the title to the same land whenever the sum therein mentioned—being 
identical with the amount due upon the judgment—was paid: Held, 
that parol evidence was admissible to show that the deed was executed 
in full payment and discharge of the judgment. Vestal v. Wicker, 21. 


On the trial, the court refused to allow a witness of the plaintiff to tes- 
tify as to an accident other than that in question, but subsequently a 
witness of the defendant testified that another accident happened, the 
plaintiff's counsel declaring that it was the same he sought to prove 
by the plaintiff’s witness. It was not questioned that the accident 
occurred: Held, that if there was error in rejecting the evidence as 
offered by the plaintiff, the same was harmless. Grant v. R. R., 462. 


A witness not qualified to testify as an expert should not be allowed to 
give his opinion based upon a hypothetical state of facts. Jb. 


. Evidence as to the condition of the defendant’s road and its switches at 


places other than the place at which the accident happened, was. not 
competent to prove negligence at the latter place. J). 


The reason that evidence of “personal transactions” with a person since 
deceased is excluded, is that the mouth of such person is closed. 
Watts v. Warren, 514. 


Transactions with third persons, even though they involve or throw light 
upon transactions with deceased persons, will not be excluded on the 
ground of interest under section 590 of The Code, because such third 
persons, being disinterested, may be called to contradict any misstate- 
ment. J0. | 
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18. In proceedings for partition of real estate the plaintiffs proposed to 


show that in the division of certain lands of G, the heirs of whom 
were the parties to these proceedings, an agreement was made be- 
tween him and them by which some were to pay others for equality 
of partition: Held, that G being a witness and a party in interest, the 
testimony was incompetent. Barbee v. Barbee, 581. 


19. It is not necessary to render depositions competent to be read in evidence, 


that they should have been taken in the same action; it is sufficient if 
they were taken in another action or proceeding between the same 
parties in relation to the same subject-matter, or involve the same 
material questions, and the adverse party had opportunity to cross- 
examine the witness making them; nor was it necessary that pro- 
ceedings should have been taken in a court of law or equity to render 
them competent. Stewart v. Register, 588. 


20. The Secretary of State, upon application to him for a grant of vacant 


lands belonging to the State, has no right to receive and act upon tes- 
timony outside of the paper filed by the claimant. Wool v. Saunders, 
729, 


21. On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, much testi- 


22. 


A 


mony had been introduced tending to prove the unlawful relations of 
the defendants. One witness testified that he met the male defendant 
one night within a short distance of the female defendant’s house go- 
ing in that direction when he (defendant) said he was going to another 
place, and that on a subsequent investigation of the matter he denied 
making such statement: Held, that the evidence was competent and 
corroborative of other testimony of visits to female defendant’s resi- 
dence. 8S. v. Austin, 780. 


witness testified that the character of the defendant was good, not- 
withstanding that on a former trial of the offense charged, the jury 
had been unable to agree on a verdict, whereupon the defendant pro- 
posed to ask the witness what was the current report as to how the 
jury was divided: Held, to be incompetent. Jb. 


23. The manner and conduct of the defendant an hour after the homicide 


for which he was indicted is admissible in evidence, and, taken with 
other circumstances, may have serious import in establishing his guilt. 
S. v. Brabham, 798. 


24. Where there was evidence tending to show that the wound by which the 


deceased came to his death was inflicted with a coupling-pin; that a 
man, like the prisoner, had been seen the night of the homicide to . 
drop out of his pocket a piece of iron about the length of a coupling- 
pin, which he wrapped in a white cloth, and that something like iron 
rust was afterwards found upon a handkerchief in his pocket: Held, 
testimony that the coupling-pin was found near the house where the 


' prisoner boarded was admissible. ID. 


EXPERT: 


Witness not qualified as expert cannot given opinion on hypothetical case, 


462. 
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EXONERATION: 
Of surety, 245. 


EXCUSABLE NEGLECT: _ 
Motion to vacate judgment upon ground of, 75. 


FALSE PRETENSE: 


A false representation that a mule “was sound, would work well and 
would not kick,” made knowingly with intent to cheat and defraud, 
and by means of which the prosecutor was cheated and defrauded of 
his money, ete., constitutes the offense of false pretense. S. v. Burke, 
750. 


FENCES: 


1. There is no repugnance or conflict between chapter 516, Laws 1889, and 
section 1062 of The Code. The latter statute was enacted to protect 
enclosures made by fences, walls, etc., while the former was passed 
to protect the fences there mentioned erected on the land, irrespective 
of the fact whether they completely surrounded or enclosed it, or any 
part of it. In an indictment under the latter it is necessary to aver 
and prove that the fence or wall surrounded or enclosed the field, or 
other premises enumerated therein, while under the former no such 
averment is required. Of the latter the Superior Court has original 
jurisdiction; of the former a justice of the peace has original juris- 
diction. 8. v. Biggers, 760. ; 


2. An indictment which charges that the defendant did cut and destroy “a _ 
wire fence enclosing a pasture” may be maintained under The Code, 
sec. 1062. Jd. 


FORGERY: 


1. While an intent to defraud is an essential element of forgery, it is not 
-essential that any person be actually defrauded, or that any act be 
done other than the fraudulent making or altering of the instrument. 
S. v. Hall, T76.. 


2. An indictment charging an intent to defraud A may ‘be sustained by 
proof of an intent to defraud A and B. Ib. 


3. It is not now necessary in an indictment for forgery to allege the name 
of the party intended to be defrauded. The Code, sec. 1191. Jb. 


4. The forgery of an order containing a request that the person intended 
to be defrauded would send the defendant certain goods therein named 
is a misdemeanor at common law, and an indictment therefor may be 
sustained independent of the statute on the subject. J0. 


FORNICATION AND ADULTERY: 


1. Evidence of the conduct of persons indicted for fornication and adultery, 
since the institution of the prosecution, may be received in explana- 
tion of their relations prior to the time of the finding of the bill. S. v. 
Stubbs, TTA. : 


2. An indictment for fornication and adultery which did not charge the de- 
fendants did “lewdly and lasciviously associate,” ete., but does charge 
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FORNICATION AND ADULTERY—Continued. 


that they “unlawfully did associate, bed and cohabit together, and 
did, then and there, commit fornication and adultery,” sufficiently 
describes the offense. Jb. 


3. On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, much testi- 


mony had been introduced tending to prove the unlawful relations of 
the defendants. One witness testified that he met the male defendant 
one night within a short distance of the female defendant's house go- 
ing in that direction when he (defendant) said he was going to another 
place, and that on a subsequent investigation of the matter he denied 
making such statement: Held, that the evidence was competent as 
corroborative of other testimony of visits to female defendant's resi- 
dence. S. v. Austin, T80. 


4, A declaration of the wife of defendant, made in his presence in the course 


of a public investigation of the charge, and the reply made by him 
thereto, is competent evidence against him. 0. 


witness testified that the character of the defendant was good, not- 
withstanding that on a former trial of the offense charged the jury 
had been unable to agree on a verdict, whereupon the defendant pro- 
posed to ask the witness what was the current report as to how the 
jury was divided: Held, to be incompetent. 


6. Two witnesses testified that they saw the defendants in actual sexual - 


intereourse, and there was other evidence of the male defendant 
stealthily visiting the female defendant’s house at night, being in a 
room alone with her and the lights extinguished, and of other circum- 
stances of a suspicious nature: Held, it was not error to refuse to 
charge the jury, that if they were not satisfied of the guilt of de- 
fendants from the evidence of the witnesses to the actual fact they 
should acquit. Jb. 


FRAUD: 
The courts will not set aside a decree confirming a judicial sale of land at 


the suit of one who, being a party to the original cause, alleges that 
he was induced by the purchaser not to bid at the sale or resist a con- 
firmation thereof, at a grossly inadequate price, by a promise that the 
purchaser would reconvey to him. Both parties being guilty of the 
fraud, the law will leave them alone. Harrell v. Wilson; 97. 


To avoid an assignment for, 182. 


In transfer of insurance policy, 514. 


Damages for fraud and deceit, 554. 


FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE: 
1. M, a creditor of W, bought at execution sale a lot belonging to the latter 


for $7,000. In consideration of $3,000 advanced for the benefit of W’s 
wife by S, her brother, and four notes for $3,000 each, signed by W 
and his wife, secured by reconveyance in trust, M, in pursuance of a 
previous agreement with the attorney of 8S, conveyed the land to W’s 
wife. W and his wife conveyed the equity of redemption to 8 by deed 


597 


INDEX 


FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE—Continued. 


absolute upon its face to secure the payment of the $3,000 advanced: 
Held, that the transaction was not fraudulent in law, nor did the ad- 
mitted facts raise a presumption of fraud; but it was proper for the 
eourt to leave the jury to determine, upon consideration of all the 
evidence, whether the purchase was made for the husband in the wife’s 
name in order to evade the payment of his debts, and whether she 
participated in the fraud, or she or her agent had notice of a fraudu- 
lent purpose or combination to defraud the husband’s creditors. Os- 
borne v. Wilkes, 651. 


2. When M, 8 and W and wife subsequently joined in conveying to a pur- 
chaser, who paid a price more than sufficient to discharge the whole 
lien of $15,000 held by M and 8, if there was no intent to defraud in 
the first purchase participated in by her, the profit realized by the sale 
might be invested in making the first payment for a second lot, for 
which a conveyance was taken in the wife’s name, but a reconveyance 
was immediately executed by her and her husband to secure the notes 
given by them for deferred payments. Jb. 


8, Though the wife cannot bind herself by contract for the purchase-money, 
and though she may have no separate estate, or may not bind what 
she has for its payment, still, if the vendor will take the risk of selling 
to her on a credit, neither the husband nor his creditor will be allowed 
to question the validity of a bond for title or deed made to her in 
good faith. Jb. : | 


4, Where there is a presumption that a deed from a husband, who is em- 
barrassed with debt, conveying land to his wife is fraudulent, yet a 
deed from the sheriff or anv other person to her is presumed to be 
made in good faith, and the burden is on any one alleging the contrary 
to prove it. Jb, 


5. Where a married woman, not being a free trader, carries on the business 
of manufacturing on her own property, she may employ the husband 
as her agent to manage the business, and the fact that she employs 
him raises no presumption of a purpose to defraud his creditors; but 
it is competent, in trying an issue of fraud, to show his manner of 
conducting the business. Jb. 


Void as to creditors, 10. 


FRAUDS, STATUTE OF: 
Void contract by virtue of, 280. 


Contract not within, 382. 


GUARDIAN AND WARD: | 
When action against guardian bond barred, 1. 


HABEAS CORPUS: 


1. In a habeas corpus proceeding brought to secure the custody of infant 
children, the respondent (in whose favor judgment had been rendered 
below) died pending appeal: Held, (1) the proceeding abated, and 
could not be revived against the personal representative; (2) neither 
was entitled to judgment for cost. Brown v. Rainor, 204. 
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2. A plaintiff suing for the possession of her children by writ of habeas 
corpus obtained judgment for their recovery, and the defendant ap- 
pealed under section 1662 of The Code. After the appeal, and before 
the hearing in this Court, the plaintiff became insane and was com- 
mitted to an asylum: Held, the case must be remanded to the judge 
now riding the judicial district in which the case was tried, to the end 
that he may take such action as his jurisdiction over minor children 
eonters. Jones v. Cotton, 457. 


HOMESTEAD: 


A widow who has a homestead allotted to her in the lands of her deceased 
husband in lieu of a dower is a tenant for life thereof, within the pur- 
view of the statutes which provide that when “a person seized... 
as tenant for life’ shall not, within one year after sale for taxes, 
redeem the land sold, shall forfeit to the person next in title, his or 
her right in the premises. Tucker v. Tucker, 235. 


Decision in Watts v. Leggett in regard to allotment of, affirmed, 262. 


Aliens not entitled to, 489. 
HOMICIDE: 


1. The manner and conduct of the defendant an hour after the homicide 
for which he was indicted is admissible in evidence, and, taken with 
other circumstances, may have serious import in establishing his guilt. 
S. v. Brabham, 798. 


2. Where there was evidence tending to show that the wound by which the 
deceased came to his death was inflicted by a coupling-pin; that a 
man, like the prisoner, had been seen the night of the homicide to drop 
out of his pocket a piece of iron about the length of a coupling-pin, 
which he wrapped in a white cloth, and that something like iron rust 
was afterwards found upon a handkerchief in his pocket: Held, tes- 
timony that the coupling-pin was found near the house where the 
prisoner boarded was admissible. Jb. 


3. One witness may be allowed, for purposes of corroboration, to testify 
that another identified a coat whose identity was in question, without 
first asking him who identified it if he did so. Jb. 


4. A substantial compliance with prayers for instruction is no ground for 
exception. Jb. 


5. It is no ground for exception that the court stated that ‘‘there was no 
evidence to contradict the State’s witnesses” where there was none, 
and then immediately qualified this by the further statement that 
questions of contradiction among the witnesses must be determined 
by the jury. JD. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE (See also Married Women) : 


1. Money received by the husband from a sale of the wife’s lands before 
the adoption of the Constitution in 1868 belonged to him absolutely, 
unless at the time he received it he agreed to invest it for her in some 
other way. Kirkpatrick v. Holmes, 206. 
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2. But if the wife acquired the title and the marriage occurred prior to | 
1868, and the sale was made subsequent to that time, the proceeds 
would be her separate estate; and if the husband purchased other 
lands with such proceeds and took title in his own name, in the ab- 
sence of any special agreement to the contrary, he would become a 
trustee for her. Jb. | 


3. While, under the former system, the wife’s money became the property 
of the husband jure mariti, the latter may agree as between him and 
the wife to treat it as the wife’s property, and where there is evidence 
to show an agreement to that effect, and that the husband invested 
it in land for her benefit and took the title in his name, there is a 
resulting trust. Beam v. Bridgers, 276. | 


4, The note of a married woman being void, a promise to pay the same 
_ after discoverture must be founded upon a new consideration, or the 
original transaction must have been of such a character as to have 
constituted an equitable charge upon her separate estate. Long v. 
Rankin, 388. 


5. Where the husband voluntarily paid off ante-nuptial indebtedness of the 
wife and advanced money for the improvement of her separate estate, 
taking only her promissory note for such advances: Held, that the 
general separate real estate was not thereby charged: Held, also, 
that the general separate personal estate would have been charged by 
the necessary implication growing out of the beneficial consideration, 
but the existence of such separate personal estate not being shown, 
there was no charge upon the general separate estate which the hus- 
band could have created, and, therefore, no consideration for the 
promise made after disability removed. JD. 


6. Where it was alleged that the wife conveyed her land to the husband, 
who was to make such advances, and he reconveyed to her upon her 
executing a note to pay for the same: Held, that, in order to charge 
the land with such advances upon the repudiation of such note as a 
valid obligation, equity requires that the exceptional circumstances 
under which she alone could have conveyed to her husband should be 
shown. Ib. 


7. M, a creditor of W, bought at execution sale a lot belonging to the latter 
for $7,000. In consideration of $3,000 advanced for the benefit of 
W’s wife by S, her brother, and four notes for $3,000 each, signed by 
W and his wife, secured by reconveyance in trust, M, in pursuance 
of a previous agreement with the attorney of 8, conveyed the land to 
W’s wife. W and his wife conveyed the equity of redemption to S by 
deed absolute upon its face to secure the payment of the $8,000 ad- 
yanced: Held, that the transaction was not fraudulent in law, nor 
did the admitted facts raise a presumption of fraud; but it was proper 
for the court to leave the jury to determine, upon consideration of 
all the evidence, whether the purchase was made for the husband in 
the wife’s name in order to evade the payment of his debts, and 

' whether she participated in the fraud, or she or her agent had notice 
of a fraudulent purpose or combination to defraud the husband’s credi- * 
tors. Osborne v. Wilkes, 651. ) 
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8. When M, 8S and W and wife subsequently joined in conveying to a pur- 
chaser, who paid a price more than sufficient to discharge the whole 
lien of $15,000 held by M and §, if there was no intent to defraud in 
the first purchase participated in by her, the profit realized by the 
sale might be invested in making the first payment for a second lot, 
for which a conveyance was taken in the wife’s name, but a reconvey- 
ance was immediately executed by her and her husband to secure the 
notes given by them for deferred payments. Lb. 


9. While creditors may subject, in a supplementary proceeding, the debtor’s 
choses in action, including even a claim for compensation due for 
service rendered under an express or implied contract, they have no 
lien on his skill or attainments, and cannot compel him to exact 
compensation for managing his wife’s property, or for service rendered — 
to any person with the understanding that it was gratuitous. Jb. 


10. Where many circumstances were shown tending to prove that convey- 
ances were made to the wife to evade the payment of a certain debt 
due from the husband, it was competent for him to show in rebuttal 
that he had voluntarily allowed the judgment in favor of that credi- 
tor to be renewed after it was barred by the statute of limitations. 6. 


11. Where such creditor testified that he was informed by the debtor, in 
1871, that he conducted the business in his wife’s name to prevent his 
* ereditors from hampering him, the creditor acknowledged that he then 
had notice of the fraud, and where suit was brought and judgment 
rendered against the debtor alone in 1874, and under a supplementary 
proceeding begun soon after, though the receiver had power to bring 
‘ an action in 1886 against husband and wife to have her declared a 
trustee, and to recover the land conveyed to her, with rents, and for 
specific articles of personal property alleged to have been bought with 
the husband's funds, or on his credit, such action, both for the equita- 
ble relief and the recovery of rents and specific personal property 
was barred in three years after he had notice of the fraud, according 
to his own testimony, as against the wife, who was a party only to 
the action brought by the receiver. Jb. 


12. If the action had not been barred by the provisions of subsections 4 and 
9 of section 155 of The Code, it would have been barred under the 
general section 158, and it was not error to tell the jury that the 
action was barred in three years or in ten years. JD, 


13. Where execution was issued on another judgment and levied on the 
husband’s interest in a gold mine for which he had paid $13,000, and 
the wife bought for $5 at the sheriff’s sale, but it appeared that the 
judgment, as well as the debts of some other creditors, had been sub- 
sequently discharged in full: Held, that mere inadequacy of price 
was not sufficient to raise a presumption of fraud, but the inadequacy 
of the price and the subsequent payment of the debt might be consid- 
ered by the jury as suspicious circumstances tending to establish the 
fraud. Ib. 


14. While there is a presumption that a deed from a husband, who is em- 
barressed with debt, conveying land to his wife is fraudulent, yet a 
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15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20 


deed from the sheriff, or any other person, to her is presumed to be 
made in good faith, and the burden is on any one alleging the contrary 
to prove it. J06. 


Where the judge invited argument in the presence of the jury, when 
the plaintiff rested, as to whether he had made a prima facie case, 
and when he directed the defendants to proceed in the development of 
their case, and told the jury then, and subsequently charged them, 
that they must not be influenced in favor of defendants by his invit- 
ing argument, nor against them by his order to proceed with the in- 
troduction of their testimony: Held not to be error. Ib. 


Where land was conveyed to a trustee and his heirs for the sole and 
separate use of a feme covert, and the husband conveyed the same 
“by a deed in which the wife’s name did not appear except in the attes- 
tation clause, and no reference was made to the trustee or the equita- 
ble estate: Held, that although she signed the same it was not her 
deed, but that of the husband alone. King v. Rhew, 696. 


The limitation being to the trustee and his heirs to hold for the sole 
and separate enjoyment of the wife for life, and at her death to be 
equally divided between any children she might leave her surviving 
born of the marriage: Held, that it was necessary that the trustee 
should hold the fee until the vesting of the contingent interests, and 
the fee being in him it was further held, that his estate being barred 
the cestuis que trustent were also barred. J0. 


At common law a husband may, as between himself and his wife, treat 
the wife’s choses in action as his property or constitute himself, in 
respect to them, a trustee for her benefit. Taylor v. Sikes, 724. 


If he can do this, he may also unite with her in their disposition, and, 
where this has been actually done, the proceeds cannot be recovered 
back by either of them. J0. 


A declaration of the wife of defendant, made in his presence in the 
course of a public investigation of the charge, and the reply made by 
him thereto, is competent evidence against him. S. v. Austin, 780. - 


Devise of land to, 215. 


Joint promissory note by, executed in New York, jurisdiction, 8377. 


See also p. 178. 


INDICIMENT: 


i. 


2. 


An indictment described the person to whom the liquor was sold as 
B. W. T., Jr., who, being sworn, gave his name merely B. W. T.: 
Held to be no variance, the ‘‘Jr.”” being only descriptio persone. 8. v. 
Best, TAT. 


An indictment ought not to be quashed for want of precision or redun- 
dancy when it can be seen from the entire instrument that the charge 
plainly appears. NS. v. Burke, 750. 


602 


* 


INDEX 
INDICTMENT—Continued. 


3. An indictment which charges that the defendant did cut and destroy ze: 
wire fence enclosing a pasture’ may be maintained under The Code, 
sec. 1062. 8S. v. Biggers, T60. 


4. An indictment for fornication and adultery which did not charge that 
defendants did “lewdly and lasciviously associate,” ete., but does 
charge that they “unlawfully did associate, bed and cohabit together, 
and did, then and there, commit fornication and adultery,” sufficiently: 
describes the offense. S. v. Stubbs, 774. 


5. An indictment charging an intent to defraud A may be sustained by 
proof of an intent to defraud A and B. SS. v. Hall, 776. 


6. It is not now necessary in an indictment for forgery to allege the name 
of the party intended to be defrauded. The Code, sec. 1191. Jb. 


7. Where the defendant was indicted for failing to work the public roads 
under the special act for Mecklenburg County, and the indictment 
charged that he was duly assigned to work on a public road specified, 
situated within a particular township and county named; that he was 
between the ages of 18 and 45 years; that he was duly summoned to 
work on that road at a time specified, and that he willfully and 
unlawfully, ete., failed and omitted to work as he was bound to do, 

. concluding in the usual form, is substantially sufficient. 8S. v. Baker, 
799. 


In assault and battery, 765, 770. 


INJUNCTION: 


1. It is against the policy of the law to enjoin the prosecution of such 
industries and enterprises as tend to develop the resources of the 
country, except in those cases where it is apparent that otherwise 
serious harm will result to the party complaining. Navigation Co. v. 
Emry, 180. | 


2. Where, therefore, it appeared that the plaintiff corporation was engaged 
in the erection of mills and an elevator of large capacity on land 
claimed by it, and, to connect them with a railway station, was con- 
structing a railroad running principally over its own land, when the 
defendants foreibly entered on a part of said lands, claiming them as 
their own, and obstructed the work, threatening plaintiff’s servants 
with violence if they persisted; and it further appeared that defend- 

ants’ claim was doubtful: Held to be a proper case for an injunction 
till the hearing. Jb. . 


When granted against railroad, 56. 


INFAMOUS OFFENSE: 


1. A charge that one has committed an infamous offense is actionable 
per se without alleging special damages. Gudger v. Penland, 598. 


2. An offense is infamous that is punishable by imprisonment in the State 
penitentiary. Jb. 
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INSOLVENT DEBTORS: 
Who entitled to benefits of insolvent debtor’s act, 489. 
INSANITY: 


Burden of proof in, 365, 
Pending litigation, 457. 


IN FORMA PAUPERIS: 
Affidavit to prosecute, 174. 
INSURANCE : 
1. In an application for insurance the ‘wife and her children” of the appli- 


cant were designated as the beneficiaries, but in the policy issuing 
thereon the wife and her personal représentatives and assigns were 
named as the beneficiaries; the policy was received and acted on by 
the insurer and insured without objection: Held, that the policy con- 
stituted the contract of the parties. Hunter v. Scott, 213. 


stipulation in a policy of insurance that the insured shall bring his 
action for any loss “within twelve months next after the loss shall 
occur” is not in contravention of the general policy of the statute of 
limitations, nor with the special statute of this State (The Code, see. 
3076), which limits the powers of insurance companies to make such 
stipulations or conditions to a “period less than one year om the 
time” of the loss. Muse v. Assurance Co., 240. 


3. W took an insurance policy, payable to himself, upon the life of H for 


$10,000; he had no insurable interest in the life of H, and it was 
alleged in the complaint that the only consideration which induced 
EH! to have his life insured for W was the promise of the latter that 
he would pay H’s widow $500 from any moneys he might collect on 
the policy. H died and W collected the sum specified in the policy, 
but refused to pay any part to the widow: Held, that the alleged con- 
tract was without consideration; that the promise was simply a 
wager, a mere gambling speculation—contra bonos mores—and would 
not be enforced. Shepherd v. Sawyer, 6 N. C., 26, commented upon 
and questioned. Burbage v. Windley, 357. ; 


4, An agent of an insurance company authorized to take risks and issue 


policies is empowered to waive by parol a condition in a policy issued 
by him. Grubbs v. Insurance Co., 472. 


. 8. In an action against an insurance company for damages for loss by fire, 


it was shown that there was, within the knowledge of the plaintiff, a 
condition in the policy to the effect that the insurance company should 
not be liable for loss if there was any prior or subsequent insurance, 
whether valid or invalid, without the written consent of the company 
endorsed. There was evidence that the plaintiff, shortly before taking 
out additional insurance in other companies, mentioned such intention 
to the company’s subagent, who had issued its policy to plaintiff, and 
he said it would be ali right. The court told the jury, in effect, that 
this was a waiver, and they so found: Held, no error. J8, 


6. Where, after a fire, the adjuster of an insurance company joins the 


agents of other companies in their efforts to adjust the loss, requires 
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the production of the books and invoices, or duplicates in case of their 
destruction, and objects to settling only on the ground that he cannot 
agree with the insured as to the amount of loss, the company repre- 
sented by such adjuster is estopped from insisting on a forfeiture by 
reason of the breach of any of the conditions relating to additional 
insurance. Jb. 


7. If the acts of the adjuster were, in effect, a waiver of the condition, the 
defendant could not complain of the refusal of the court to submit an 
issue of notice of the additional insurance. Jd. 


Transfer of policy before death, for value received, 514. 


ISSUES: 
1. Immaterial issues should never, and issues embracing incidental facts 


should not ordinarily, be submitted, and, if excepted to in apt time, 


will be ground for new trial. Horne v. Bank, 109. 


. 2. When issues of fact are raised by the pleadings it is error to submit only 
the question whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover; that is a 
question of law arising after verdict and addressed solely to the 
court. Braswell v. Johnson, 150. | 


3. The rules laid down for framing issues in ve v. R. R., 102 N. C., 109, 
and McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 140, discussed and approved. LG... 


4. If a party assent to the submission of an improper issue, he will not be 
permitted to make it the ground of exception. Carey v. Carey, 267. 


5. It is erroneous to submit an issue to the jury which is not raised by the 
pleadings. McAbsher v. R. R., 344. | 


6. When the issues raised by the pleadings are comprehensive enough to 


allow the introduction of all the evidence material to the case, there ~ 


is no ground of exception. Leach v. Linde, 547. 


a 


In malicious prosecution, 282. 


JUDGE’S CHARGE: 


1. In an action against a physician for malpractice, the court charged the 
jury that “ordinary skill” was the skill which a surgeon would, under 
the circumstances of the case, reasonably use in treating the case, and 
left the facts to the jury: Held, that the failure to give more explicit 
instructions, in the absence of a prayer to that effect, was not such 
error aS would warrant a new trial. Boon v. Murphy, 187. 


2. Where the complaint alleged that the defendant, a common carrier, con- 
tracted for a valuable consideration to transport cattle to a place in 
another State by Saturday, the plaintiff giving as a reason that he 
desired to get the benefit of the following. Sunday prices, and it was 
proved that the laws of the State where the cattle were to be delivered 
forbade sales on Sunday: Held, that it was not error to refuse to 
instruct the jury that the contract was based upon an illegal con- 
sideration. Waters v. R. R., 349. 
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JUDGE’S CHARGE—Continued. 


3. An erroneous instruction to the jury upon an' immaterial aspect of the 


10. 


In action for damages in fraud and deceit, 554. 
See also pp. 449, 601, 606, 


‘case, which does not appear to have misled the minds of the jury from 
the real issue, is not sufficient ground for a new trial. Mitchell v. 
Hoggard, 358. 


. The court, among other pertinent instructions, told the jury that if the 


plaintiff's “injury was occasioned by an act which, with proper care 
or by machinery which, with proper use and care, would not ordi- 
narily produce damage,” then the burden was on the defendant to 
prove that it was not chargeable with negligence: Held, that this was 
clearly sufficient and in harmony with numerous decisions of this 
Court, citing several cases. Grant v. R. R., 462. 


. It is not error to refuse to consider written requests for instructions, 


unless presented to the court at or before the close of the testimony. 
Grubbs v. Insurance Co., 472. 


. In an ‘action for damages for having, by false representations, induced 


the plaintiffs to accept a certain ice machine and bonds representing 

_ the indebtedness of its owners thereon, the court refused to instruct 
the jury that if the plaintiffs could, in reasonable time and with rea- 
sonable outlay, put the machine in the condition required by the con- 
tract, they could not recover as damages the amount they paid for the 
bonds: Held, no error. Leach v. Linde, 547. 


. The court should not give instructions when there is no evidence to. 


which they are pertinent. Jb. 


. Where the judge invited argument in the presence of the jury, when the 


plaintiff rested, as to whether he had made a prima facie case, and 
when he directed the defendants to proceed in the development of 
their case, and told the jury then, and subsequently charged them, 
that they must not be influenced in favor of defendants by his inviting 
argument, nor against them by his order to proceed with the intro- 
duction of their testimony: Held not to be error. Osborne v. Wilkes, 
651. 


. Where the jury came into court on Saturday of the first week of the 


term and announced that they could not agree as to the facts, it was 
not error for the judge to say that there were two more weeks of the 
term and he would give them plenty of time to consider, and then to 
direct the sheriff to provide comfortable accommodations for 
them. Jb. 


Two witnesses testified that they saw the defendants in actual sexual 
intercourse, and there was other evidence of the male defendant 
stealthily visiting the female defendant’s house at night, being in a 
room alone with her and the lights extinguished, and of other circum- 
stances of a suspicious nature: Held, it was not error to refuse to 
charge the jury that if they were not satisfied of the guilt of defend- 
ants from the evidence of the witnesses to the actual fact, they should 
acquit. S. v. Austin, 780. | 


* 
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JURY: 


Where the jury came into court on Saturday of the first week of the term 
and announced that they could not agree as to the facts, it was not 
error for the judge to say that there were two more weeks of the 
term and he would give them plenty of time to consider, and then to 
direct the sheriff to provide comfortable accommodations for them. 
Osborne v. Wilkes, 651. 


County commissioners may prpvide for, 547. 


JURISDICTION : 


1. An indictment charged that the defendant made an assault upon the 
prosecutrix with a “deadly weapon, to wit, a club,” ete. On the trial 
it appeared that the defendant was the keeper of a jail and resided 
therein with his family; that his wife was seriously ill; that the 
prosecutrix was imprisoned in the jail and was conducting herself in 
a loud, boisterous and disorderly manner, and refused to desist when © 
ordered by the defendant; that thereupon he took her to another 
apartment and gave her a severe whipping with a buggy whip, cutting 
the flesh on her back and arms. The defendant was convicted and 
fined $100: Held, (1) the Superior Court had jurisdiction; (2) the 
punishment was within the discretion of the court below and would 
not be reviewed by the Supreme Court. S. v. Roseman, 765, 


2. The Constitution makes the measure of punishment which a justice of 
the peace may impose the test of his exclusive jurisdiction in criminal 
actions; therefore, an act which simply declares that justices of the 
peace shall have exclusive jurisdiction of certain offenses, without 
fixing the punishment within the constitutional limit, is inoperative, 
especially where there is an unrepealed statute leaving the punish- 
ment to the discretion of the court. S. v. Fesperman, 770. 


8. Where the indictment charges an assault with a deadly weapon, but the 
proof shows a simple assault, committed within less than six (now 
twelve) months since the finding of the bill, the jurisdiction of the 
Superior Court is not ousted. J0. 


4, Chapter 152, Laws 1891, does not take away the jurisdiction of the 
Superior Courts of assaults with deadly weapons when no serious 
injury has been inflicted. J0. ; 


Of Superior Court, 174. 

Of action against sheriff for false return, 364. 
Of Superior Court in tort, 414. 

Of judge over minor children, 457. 

Of justice of the peace, 503. 

See also p. 760. 


JUDGMENT: 


1. There was a judgment in the court of a justice of the peace dismissing 
the action as to one of the defendants; in a subsequent action, upon 
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JUDGMENT Continued. 


the same note, there was an appeal to the Superior. Court, which 
found the facts, by consent, that in the first action there had been a 
trial on the merits, and a judgment rendered therein to the effect that 
_ there was no obligee on the bond sued on. The court further found 
‘that the justice did not hear any evidence of the equitable claim of 
the plaintiff: Held, that, this finding is conclusive. Davie v. Davis, 
501. 


2. The judgment concludes the parties as to all matters which were pleaded, 
or should have been, in the first action. Id. 


When conclusive, 280. 

By default and inquiry, 282. 

Of justice, becomes judgment of Superior Court when duly docketed 
therein, 311. 


Cannot be pleaded as estoppel, 588. 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE: 


1. Upon a trial and conviction before a justice of the peace the defendant 
moved in arrest of judgment, which motion was refused, and he 
appealed to the Superior Court: Held, that the appeal brought up the 
whole case, and the defendant was entitled to a trial de novo. S. v. 
K onee, Td2, 


2. The Constitution makes the measure of punishment which a justice of 
the peace may impose the test of his exclusive jurisdiction in crimi- 
nal actions; therefore, an act which simply declares that justices of 
the peace shall have exclusive jurisdiction of certain offenses, without 

. fixing the punishment within the constitutional limit, is inoperative, 
especially where there is an unrepealed statute leaving the punish- 
ment to the discretion of the court. 8. v. Fesperman, 770, 


Judgment of, when conclusive, 501. 
Jurisdiction of, 503. 
Appeal from, 544. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT: 


To constitute the offense of an unlawful seizure of crops by the landlord, 
under The Code, sec, 1759, it is not essential that the landlord should 


take forcible or even manual possession of them—the offense will be . 


complete if he exercises that possession or control which prevents the 
tenant from gathering and removing his crop in a peaceable manner. 
S. vu. Ewing, 755. 


See also p. 567. 


LESSOR AND LESSEE: 


1. Except in case of landlord and tenant provided for specially by statute, 
the lessor has no lien upon the product of the leased property as rent; 
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LESSOR AND LESSEE—Continucd. 


it is for all purposes, until division, deemed vested in the tenant, and 
his sale to third persons before the rent is ascertained and set apart 
conveys a good title. Howland v. Forlaw, 507. 


2. The common-law remedy of lessors by distress does not obtain in this 
State. 0. 


LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF: 


1. Where the cause of action against an executor, administrator or guard- 
ian is for a breach of the bond, it is barred as to the sureties after 
three years from the breach complained of. The Code, 155 (6). Ken- 
nedy v. Cromwell, 1. 


2. Where the cause of action is to recover the balance admitted to be due 
by the final account, it is barred as to sureties on the bond after six 
years from auditing and filing such final account. The Code, 
154 (2). Jb. 


8. Whether such final account is or is not filed, if there is a demand and 
refusal, the action is barred as to both the principal and sureties on 
said bond in three years. 0. : 


4, When such final account is filed, and there is no demand and refusal: 
Quere, whether the action as to the executor, administrator or guard- 
ian himself is barred in six years or ten years. 0D. 


5. When there is no final account filed : Semble, that the statute begins to 
run from the arrival of the ward of age, but whether in such ‘case 
three years or ten years bars, quere. Ib. 


6. When the statute begins to run, the subsequent marriage of the feme 
plaintiff will not stop it. Jb. 


7. A judgment of a justice of the peace, duly docketed in, the re 
Court, becomes a judgment of the Superior Court and may be enforced 
by execution at any time within ten years from the date of such 
docketing. MclIthenny v. Savings and Trust Co., 311. 


~ 8. Where the judgment debtor made a motion, within ten years from the 
docketing of judgment, for leave to issue execution thereon, which 
was denied, and thereupon within one year after such denial, but 
more than ten years from the date of docketing, he brought an action 
on the judgment: Held, that the action was barred by the statute of — 
limitations; the statute (The Code, sec. 166) not being applicable to 
the facts. Jb. 


9. In an action against a copartner for an account, the statute of limita- 
tions begins to run from the date of the dissolution of the copartner- _ 
ship, unless there is Some agreement, expressed or implied, to the con- 

‘ trary, or some circumstances that render a settlement impossible, 
“Murray v. Penny, 324. 


10. An allegation of defendants that “they plead the statute of limitations 
of ten, seven, Six, and three years, as prescribed in The Code, to all 
of said claims, and aver that they are unable to plead the same more 
definitely to each and all of said claims,” is bad and insufficient with- 
out amendment. Zurner v. Shuffler, 642. 
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In claims against estate of deceased persons, 571. 


Action to recover penalty for usury must be brought within two years, 
574. | 


Cestui que trust barred by, 696. 
See also pp. 46, 601. 


LIQUOR, SALE OF: 


1. A liquor seller who supplies liquors to a minor to drink, at the request 
of an adult who pays the price, is guilty of a violation of section 1077 
of The Code, and the adult is also guilty as an aider and abettor. 
S. v. Best, 747. . 


2. A witness is competent to testify to the reputation in his own family as 
to his own age. Ib. 


3. An indictment described the person to whom the liquor was sold as 
B. W. T., Jr., who, being sworn, gave his name merely B. W. T.: 
Held, to be no yariance, the “Jr.” being only descriptio persone. Ib. 


4, On indictment for retailing spirituous liquors without license it appeared 
that defendant, as steward of a elub, was given a jug of liquor by 
individual members thereof, who owned the liquor in common, and 
that he furnished to one of such members a drink from the jug, taking 
10 cents in exchange. The amount received was just about the value 
of the liquor furnished, and was used with other money so received 
from other joint owners of the liquor in replenishing the jug: Held, 
that there was a sale. Following 8. v. Lockyear, 95 N. C., 6838. 
S. v. Neis, T87. 


LOST RECORDS: 


1. If an officer charged with the custody of records and papers testifies that 
he made “diligent search” for, but could not find them, a presumption 
arises that the search was made in the places where the documents 
were usually kept or likely to be found, and it is not essential the 
court should inquire into the particulars of the search before admit- 
ting secondary evidence of the contents of the missing papers. It 
seems, the rule is different where the witness was not specially in- 
trusted with the documents. McKesson v. Smart, 17. 


2. Where a justice of the peace testified he had made diligent search for 
certain records of his office, but could not find them: Held, that there- 
upon secondary evidence of their contents became competent. Ld. 


3. Whether the loss of an instrument is sufficiently proved to admit sec- 
ondary evidence of its contents is not a question for the jury, but is 
left to the sound discretion of the court. Gillis v. R. R., 441. 


4, If the finding of the trial court upon the question of the loss and diligent 
search for the instrument is general, the appellate court will assume 
that it acted upon plenary proof of those facts; but where the facts 
are set out, the conclusion of the court below thereon may be re- 


viewed. Jb. 
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LOST RECORDS—Continued. 


5. Where the proof of diligent search for the lost instrument is sufficient to 
satisfy a reasonable person, the decision of the trial judge to admit 
secondary evidence of its contents is not reviewable. Jb. 


6. When secondary testimony is admitted it should be clear and convincing 
that the instrument once existed, and that its contents supported the 
allegations in aid of which it is invoked. J0. 


7. Whether there had been diligent search for the alleged lost instrument 
depends very much upon the nature of the document—a more rigid 
rule prevailing in respect of records and deeds than letters and papers 
of less importance. Jb. 


MARRIED WOMEN (See also HusBanp AND WIFE) : 


1. The remedy for debt against a married woman, by which it is sought to 
charge her separate personal property, cannot be had in the court of 
a justice of the peace. Patterson v. Gooch, 503. 


2. The plea of coverture may be set up for the first time in the Superior — 
Court and after the lapse of several terms, when, at the trial before 
the justice of the peace, the defendant’s counsel said he would enter 
all pleas to which the defendant (who was absent) might be entitled, 
and appealed. J0. 


3. The principle that it would be inequitable to allow a feme defendant to 
keep the goods, the price of which is the subject of the action, and at 
the same time resist an action for the recovery of such price, cannot 
be invoked where it is not shown that she still has possession of the 
goods. Jb. 


Executor of deceased wife may plead coverture, 218. 


MARRIAGE LICENSE: 
Illegal issuance of, penalties, ete., 174. 
Register of deeds cannot delegate authority. to issue, 185. 


MINOR: 
Sale of liquor to, 747. 
MORTGAGE: 


1. Where a mortgage to secure the payment of several notes, payable in 
successive yearly installments, contained a provision that “upon the 
failure of any payment” the land should be sold, and after paying 
necessary expenses the proceeds should be applied “to the payment 
of the entire indebtedness” (of the mortgagor), “with interest thereon, 
whether the whole thereof be then due or not”: Held, (1) that upon 
the failure to pay any one of the notes at maturity, all became due; 
(2) that, as between the assignees of the notes, the funds arising 
from the sale of the mortgaged property must be distributed pro rata, 
irrespective of the time of assignment; but as between the payee and 
the assignee, the latter would be entitled to be first paid. Whitehead 
v, Morrill, 65. 
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2. While the mere change of the form of a debt secured by a mortgage, or 
even the incorporation of an additional indebtedness in the new form, 
will not release the mortgage, yet if it is the intention of the parties 
that the change shall operate as a satisfaction of the original debt and 

- discharge the mortgage, that intention will be enforced, though the 
mortgage be not formally canceled. Joyner v. Stancill, 153. ; 


3. The presumption, however, is against the Se ee of the mort- 
gage by such alteration. . Id. 


4, A chattel mor tgage contained a stipulation that if the mortgagor failed 
to pay the debt secured, ‘‘on or before maturity,” the mortgagee might 
take possession of the mortgaged property and sell: Held, (1) that 
the mortgagor had the entire day of maturity within which to make 
payment, and that an action begun by the mortgagee upon that day 
for the recovery of the property, although he had previously demanded 
the possession, was premature; (2) that if the contract had provided 
that the mortgagee might take possession at maturity, in case of 
default, yet to enable him to commence his action on that day he must 
allege and prove that he had previously on that day made demand, 
not only for the possession of the property included in the mortgage, 
but for the payment of the debt. Moore v. Ray, 252. 


5. If personal property subject to a mortgage is subsequently attached to 

- land also under mortgage, with notice to the mortgagee of the latter, 

the lien of the chattel mortgage takes precedence over that of the 
realty. Waller v. Bowling, 289. 


6. A chattel mortgage upon the mortgagor’s “entire crop of cotton to be 
raised by me or my tenants on all my lands during the year 1889” 
sufficiently designates the property conveyed to make the instrument 
operative, and the fact that the land upon which the crop was planted 
was, while it was growing, recovered from the mortgagor by one 
claiming under superior title, did not affect the validity of the lien. 
Brown v, Miller, 395. 


7. A subsequent mortgage on Same property given to secure advancements 
of “supplies,” there being nothing to show for what purpose the sup- 
plies were furnished, did not create a prior lien. Jb. 


8 A sale under mortgage, at which the mortgagee purchases through a 
third party, is not void, but voidable, and at the instance of the mort- 
gagor or his heirs; and when the property sold brought a fair price, 
it does not appear that the creditors of a deceased mortgagor have 
any right to complain. Whitehead v. Whitehurst, 458. 


Mortgagee competent witness, 267. 


Lien of landlord, 567. | i; 


NEGLIGENCE: : 

1. The act of getting on or off a moving train is evidence of contributory 
negligence, and imposes upon one who is injured in doing so the bur- | 
den of proving that the peculiar circumstances of the case justified 
him in such course. Brown v. RB. R., 34. . 
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2. Leaving cars standing on a side-track is not of itself negligence; cer- 
tainly it is not when the cars are not in the way of trains passing on 
the main track. Grant v. R. R., 462. 


3. The seventh special instruction asked for by the plaintiff was properly 
denied, because there was evidence from which the jury might find 
that the defendant was not chargeable with negligence. Jb. 


NEW TRIAL: 


The rejection of evidence cumulative in its nature and of slight impor- 
tance will not constitute ground for a new trial. WS. v. Stubbs, 774. 


NEXT FRIEND: 


While the “next friend” is not, strictly speaking, a party to the action, 
and generally will not be taxed with costs, yet where the court finds 
the fact that he officiously procured his appointment or was guilty of 
mismanagement or bad faith, it may tax him with costs. Smith v. 
Smith, 365. 


NONRESIDENT: 
Petition of, for removal of cause to United States Court, 648. 


NOTICE: 


A notice by the supervisor to a person subject to road duty directing him 
to meet the supervisor, at a time and place designated, “to work the 
road,” the place of meeting being a branch crossing the road to be 
worked, is sufficient, especially where it further appeared that such 
person had under previous notice worked that same road. S. wv. 
Baker, 799. 


OFFICIAL BOND: See Bonn, OFFICIAL. 
OFFICER DE FACTO, 196. 


PARTITION : 


1. The omission in a report of commissioners to make partition of lands to 
state affirmatively that the allotments in their opinion were equal in 
value, affects the substantial rights of the parties, and the clerk or 
judge may set it aside, with directions either that the commissioners 
shall make a reallotment or that others shall be appointed to do so. 
Skinner v. Carter, 106. 


2. The refusal of the court to hear affidavits upon a motion to confirm such 
report is a matter of discretion and not reviewable. Jb. 


3. An appeal from an order setting aside such report will not be dismissed 
as premature. Jb. 


4. Upon an actual partition of lands among tenants in common, the ten- 
ants take their respective shares or allotments by descent and not by 
purehase. Harriss v. Ray, 215. 


5. Where a partition was made by consent, and the tenants mutually con- 
veyed by deed to each other the several allotments: Held, (1) the 
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deeds conveyed no real estate, but simply ascertained by metes and 
bounds the interest of each and destroyed the unity of possession; and 
(2) the deeds did not operate as an estoppel, except so far as they 
established the extent of the interest of each tenant in his ancestor’s 
lands. Jb. 


Proceedings in, 581, 


PASSENGERS: 


On railroads cannot recover for injuries sustained while getting on moy- 
ing trains, 84. 


PARTNERS AND PARTNERSHIP: 
Action against partner for account, 324. 


PAROL TESTIMONY: 
To vary recitals in deed, 581. 


PARENT AND CHILD: 
Child of woman of bad character may be apprenticed, 6. 


PENALTY: 
Against corporation how recovered, 24, 


PLEADING: 


1. To a complaint by an executor, in which the execution by the defendant 
of the bond sued on, the death of the obligee, the appointment and 
qualification of the plaintiff, and that no payment had been made, 
were duly averred, the defendant answered that he was informed 
and believed that the plaintiff was not the owner of the bond at the 
time of the commencement of the action: Held, (1) that the answer 
was a sham and irrelevant, and, on motion, was properly stricken 
from the record; (2) where a party sets up the defense that the 
plaintiff is not the real owner of the instrument put in suit, he must 
state in his answer the facts upon which he relies to establish the 
ownership in some other person; (8) the payee or endorsee of a 
note is prima facie the owner and holder, and it is unnecessary that 
he should make such. an allegation in his complaint. Deloatch v. 
Vinson, 147. . 


2. In an action brought against a trading firm to recover a debt, in which 
-it was sought, among other remedies, to subject the individual real 
estate of one of the firm—a woman—to the satisfaction of the judg- 
ment, the complaint did not allege that the said real property was 
any part of the assets of the firm, nor that the woman was married, 
nor that she had conveyed the lands fraudulently: Held, (1) that the 
complaint failed to disclose such a cause of action as authorized 
a sale of the land and a distribution of the proceeds among credi- 
tors; (2) that a prior mortgagee of the woman was not a necessary 
party, and the action as to him was properly dismissed. Claflin v. 
Harrison, 157. 
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3. 


10. 


11. 


‘12. 


13. 


14. 


Notwithstanding ‘the penalties imposed do not exceed $200 (and if only 
one was sought to be recovered a justice of the peace would have 
jurisdiction), a plaintiff may unite several causes of action for several 
penalties against same party, in same complaint, and if the aggre- 
‘gate amount thereof exceeds $200 the Superior Court will have juris- 
diction. Maggett v. Roberts, 174. 


. In an action to recover the penalty given against registers of deeds 


for issuing marriage license in violation of section 1816, The Code, 
it is essential that the complaint should allege that the register issued 
the license knowingly or without reasonable inquiry. fb. 


A complaint alleging that G, wife of the defendant (her executor), 
executed, for a valuable consideration, her note, under seal, to the | 
plaintiff, and that no part thereof had been paid, but containing no 
allegation that the contract was one she was competent to make, or 
any circumstances showing the indebtedness was chargeable upon 
her separate estate, does not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 
of action. Baker v. Garris, 218. 


. The objection that the complaint does not constitute a cause of action 


may be made by written demurrer, or ore tenus, at any time, and can- 
not be waived. Jb. 


. Oral testimony is not admissible to show the grounds upon which a court 


proceeded in rendering judgment upon a demurrer. Lb, 


. An executor of his deceased wife may plead her eévertare in bar of an 


action to recover a debt against her estate. Jb. 


. Where the fact of coverture does not appear in the complaint, it must be 


pleaded to be made available as a defense. J/0. 


A judgment.overruling a demurrer to a complaint for that it did not 
state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, and allowing 
defendant to plead, being simply an interlocutory order, is not an 
estoppel upon defendant to set up. the same matter in some other sub- 
sequent proper method. Wilson v. Lineberger, 82 N. C., 412, distin- 
guished. Ib. 


It is discretionary with the court to allow a pleading to be filed after 
the period within which it should have been filed, and to attach condi- 
tions or limitations to the matters which may be set up in such plead- 
ing. Mallard v.-Patterson, 255. 


When a pleading by a corporation is required to be verified, the verifica- 
tion must be made by an officer thereof; a verification by an agent 
merely will not suffice. The Code, sec. 258. Banks v. Manufacturing 
Co., 282. ; 


When a verification of a pleading is allowed to be made by an agent, it 
should set forth his knowledge, or grounds of belief, and why it is not 
made by the principal party. JO. 


After a judgment by default and inquiry in an action for malicious 
prosecution the only issue for the jury is the amount of plaintiff’s 
damages. Jb. 
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15. Granting or refusing a continuance | is a matter of discretion, and not-re- 
viewable. Jb. 


16. An averment in a complaint that the plaintiff sold and delivered to the 

defendant goods of certain value, and the same has not been paid, is 
a sufficient statement of a cause of action. Smith v. Summerfield, 
284, 


17. In actions upon parol constracts it is necessary that. the complaint should 
disclose a sufficient consideration. Burbage v. Windley, 357. 


Prayer for relief not now necessary in complaint, 593. 


PRACTICE: 


1, The penalty prescribed by The Code, sec. 1960, against corporations for 
failure to make the returns required by the preceding section can 
only be recovered in an action brought by the State. A private relator 
cannot maintain the action. Hedge v. R. R., 24. 


2. While an amendment substituting parties can be allowed in the Supreme 
Court, it will not be permitted when it will put the opposite party 
to a disadvantage. Jb. 


3. In this case the motion to substitute the County Board of Education of 
Wake as party plaintiff is denied. The State alone is authorized to 
sue. JD. 


4, In the progress of a cause an order was entered, upon motion of defend- 
ant, to make another person party defendant, and a summons was 
issued and served upon such person in accordance with the order. The 
person so served did not, however, read, or hear read, the summons, 
and was unaware of the order making him party, but supposed he 
was summoned as a witness, in which capacity he attended the trial — 
and was examined. He learned then that he had been made a party, 
and judgment had been rendered against him for want of an answer: 
Held, that the judge committed no error in setting aside the judgment 
upon the ground of excusable neglect. Holden v. Purefoy, 168. 


‘5. In an application to prosecute an action in forma pauperis it is not 
necessary the affidavit should state that. the applicant did not own | 
real estate which he might mortgage to secure costs. Maggett v. 
Roberts, 174. 


An action against a register of deeds to recover the penalties imposed 
for a failure to comply with the provisions of the statute in relation 
to issuing marriage license must be prosecuted in the name of the 
person who sues therefor, and not in the name of the State. JD. 


Os 


7. The penalty given by section 1819, The Code, is as applicable to a failure 
to record the license, or its substance, when issued, as to a failure to 
record the return thereof. Jb. 


8. The judge is not bound to recapitulate all the evidence in his charge to | 
the jury; it is sufficient for him to direct the attention of the jury to 
the principal questions they have to try, and explain the law aREHS 

able thereto. Boon v. Murphy, 187. 
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9. 


10. 


11. 


12, 


14. 


16. 


17. 


18, 


19 


20. 


If a party desires the entire testimony, or any specific part thereof, re- 
capitulated to the jury, he should make the request in apt time and 
before verdict. £0. 


An appellant may assign error for misdirection to the jury, for the first 
time, in the preparation of his case on appeal. Jd. 


It is only when the court undertakes to wind up the affairs of a partner- 
ship and to make a distribution of its assets that all the creditors are 
required to be made parties. Smith v. Summerficld, 284, 


Redundancy, impertinence, argumentativeness and uncertainty in plead- 
ing cannot be taken advantage of by the demurrer; the objection 
should be made by motion before answer or demurrer. Jb. 


. A person who has sustained injuries by reason of the failure of a rail- 


road company to provide proper means of transportation or operate 
its trains as required by the statute (The Code, sec. 1963) may bring 

an action on contract, or in tort, independent of the statute. Purcell v. 
R. R., 414. | 


In a summons against A. H. B., “President of Southern Improvement 
Company,” these latter words are mere déscriptio persone and do not 
makke the company a party to the proceedings.¢ Plemmons v. Im- 
provement Co., 614. 


. The court could have allowed an amendment making the company a 


party either with its consent or by service of such amended summons 
upon the corporation. Jb. 


The special appearance of the company’s counsel did not bring it into 
court for the purposes of the action. Jb. 


No appeal lies from a refusal to dismiss an action, but after such motion 
and refusal the company might treat all proceedings as a nullity as 
to it, or have an exception noted and proceed with the cause. Jd. 


The trial court, may in its discretion, direct a mistrial as to one of the 
defendants in an indictment, and proceed to verdict and judgment as 
to the others. S. v. Hall, T76. | 


A person charged with an offense has a right to have the verdict ren- 
dered in the presence of the judge; but, except in capital cases, this 
right may be waived and the verdict received by the clerk. S. v. 
Austin, 780. 


The presence of counsel at the rendition of a verdict has never been held 
to be essential to its validity. Jb. 


In appeal from justice of the peace, 544. 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF: 


Not now necessary in complaint, 593. 


PRESUMPTION : 


1, 


It is not necessary that a bastardy proceeding should show affirmatively 
that the mother of the bastard was a single woman—that fact will 
be presumed. WS. v. Peebles, 768. 
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2. The fact that the mother of the alleged bastard was married, only raises 
a presumption that the child was legitimate. Jb. 


3. Where it appeared that the affidavit upon which a bastardy warrant 
issued, was sworn before a justice of the peace by the mother, it will 
be presumed to have been voluntarily made, nothing to the contrary 
being shown. JD. 


PROCESS: 


1. An action against a sheriff of a county other than that from which the 
process issued, for making a false return, is properly brought in the 
courts of the county to which that process was returnable. Watson 
v. Mitchell, 364. | 


z. The term “return” means that the process must be brought back and 
produced in the court whence it issued, with such endorsements as the 
law requires. Jb. 

PROBATE AND REGISTRATION: 


Registration of deeds and other instruments required to be recorded is 

; not made ‘void by reason of the mistake of the officer making them. 
Such errors do not vitiate the probate or deprive a party of the right 
to read the registry as evidence. Such error being shown, the- pre- 
sumption of the correctness of the copy is rebutted and opens the way 
for the question whether the instrument was such as might be admit- 
ted to registration. Devereus v. McMahon, 134. 


Deed registered after action has commenced admissible, 10. 


PURCHASER: 
Administrator cannot become, at his own sale, 69. 
Purchase at one’s own sale, when voidable, 458. 


At sheriff’s sale, gets good title, 720. 


RAILROAD (see also CARRIER) : 
Rules and regulations of, 34. 
When injunction granted. against, 56. 
Right of way, 100, 425. 
Injury to person by train, 616. 


REFERENCE: | 
1. The findings of fact by a referee, adopted by the trial judge, are conclu- 
sive. Joyner v. Stancill, 1538. 


2. The Supreme Court will not entertain an objection; made for the first 
time before it, that the findings of fact by a referee were not sup- 
ported by any evidence. Jb. 
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3. 


ol 


10. 


ti 


An order referring a cause to a referee, “under The Code, to determine 
all issues of law and fact, and make report,” neither party objecting, 
is not a compulsory reference, and is a waiver of trial my jury. Smith 
wv. Hicks, 248. 


. Upon exceptions to the finding of fact by a referee, under a consent 


reference, the court may review such finding and overrule or modify 
it; but it is error to submit an issue thereon to a jury as @ Me of 
right to the party excepting. Jb. 


. An order of reference, by consent, will not ordinarily be stricken out 


without the consent of both parties thereto. Jb. 


It is well settled that this Court will not disturb the findings under a 
consent reference where there is any evidence to hess them. White- 
head v. Whitehurst, 458. 

. Mere agreement of counsel, filed with the clerk, that the order of sale 


for assets should be set aside, made after the sale was confirmed, 
purchase-money paid and title made to purchaser, and without any 
order of court to that effect, is ineffectual for such purpose. JD. 


. Where, under such reference, the findings of fact are pertinent, so far as 


this Court can see, it will not set them aside, the burden being on the 
party ccmplaining to show error. Jb. 


. An order of reference entered by the court without objection from either 


side is “by consent.” The facts found were approved by the court and 
are not reviewable in this Court. Rogers v. Bank, 574. 


When, at the final report of a referee, a party moved to exclude certain 
charges or items, this will be treated as an exception thereto, and 
there can be no question as to the motion being in apt time, as no 
objection by the other side was made. Ib. 


This Court will not review the findings of fact under a consent refer- 
ence. Turner v. Shuffler, 642. 


REGISTER OF DEEDS: 


A register of deeds cannot delegate to another the duty of making the 


required reasonable inquiry into the legal competency to marry of per- 
sons applying for a license. Cole v. Laws, 185. 


Action to recover penalties against, for illegal issuance of marriage 


license, 174. 


REPORTS: 


Sanctioning the numbering of old Supreme Court Reports, 805. 


RES JUDICATA: 


1. 


+ 


Where the Supreme Court passes seriatim upon a number of exceptions 
to a report, sustaining some and overruling others, the court below 
should proceed in accordance with the respective rulings, notwith- 
standing the record of the entry in this Court should be that the 
judgment below was “affirmed.” Such record is not such a judgment 
as needs to be amended in this Court, and such entry is not res judi- 
cata. Cook v. Moore, 100 N. C., 294, and Summerlin v. Cowles, 107 
N, C., 459, approved. Scroggs v. Reet 260. 
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RES JUDICATA—Continued. 


2, A judgment of a justice of the peace dismissing an action is not neces- 

ee sarily a nonsuit ; and evidence of what proceedings were had is admis- 
sible to be inquired into upon a plea of res judicata. Davie v. 
Davis, 501. - 


_ 8, The fact that the plaintiff had other merits in this case does not prevent 
— the estoppel of res judicata; he should have developed his defense in 
full in the first trial. J). 


Judgment of Supreme Court, when not, 6. 


When cause becomes res judicata, 648. "2 


RELIGIOUS CONGREGATION, DISTURBING: 


The defendant and another engaged in a fight, about 35 yards from a 
church, in which at the time a congregation was engaged in religious 
worship. One who was present at the fight ran to the church and 
ealled out, “They are fighting at the fire,” whereby the congregation 
was disturbed. The jury found that the congregation would not have 
been disturbed but for the fact of their attention being called to the 
fight in the manner described: Held, the defendant was not guilty of 
disturbing a religious congregation. S. v. Kirby, 772. 


RECORD: 


1. The costs of preparing and transmitting the transcript of a record on 
appeal to this Court are not costs in this Court, but in the court below, 
where the necessary orders and judgments for their payment and 
recovery should be entered. Roberts v. Lewald, 405. 


2. The successful party on appeal will not be allowed to recover costs for 
printing record in excess of the amount prescribed by Rule 31, except 
in extraordinary cases where the necessity for such printing is made 
to appear. Jb, 


Costs of printing, 399. 


RESTITUTION, WRIT OF: 


The writ of restitution lies to restore a party to the possession of property 
of which he has been deprived by some erroneous process; but it will 
not be employed to put one in possession where he has not been ousted 
by the court, nor to take possession from one who has acquired it 
pending litigation, but not by virtue of any order, Judgment or process 
therein. &. R. v. R. R., 304. : 


ROADS, PUBLIC: | 


1. Where the defendant was indicted for failing to work the public roads 
under the special act for Mecklenburg County, and the indictment 
charged that he was duly assigned to work on a public road specified, 
situated within a particular township and county named; that he was 
between the ages of 18 and 45 years; that he was duly summoned to 
work on that road at a time specified, and that he willfully and unlaw- 
fully, etc., failed and omitted to work, as he was bound to do, con- 
cluding in the usual form, is substantially sufficient. 8. v. Baker, 799. 
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2. Where the township trustees had failed, under a special county road 
law, to lay off new road districts according to the strict intention of 
the act, but had adopted those laid off under the general law: Held, 
that as there was sufficient certainty in the location of such districts 
to fix the liability of the defendant subject to road duty, he could not, 
after conviction on an indictment for not working the road, take 

advantage of such failure and irregularity by a motion in arrest of 
judgment. Jb. 


3. A notice by the supervisor to a person subject to road duty, directing 
~ him to meet the supervisor at a time and place designated “to work 
the road,” the place of meeting being a branch crossing the road to be 
worked, is sufficient, especially where it further appeared that such 
person had, under previous notice, worked that same road. Jb. 


RULES OF PRACTICE: 
Amendment to, 807. 


SALE, EXECUTION: 


The purchaser at a sale under execution gets a good title, though the 
judgment upon which the execution was issued is subsequently set 
aside for irregularity therein; and the same principle applies to 
irregularity in the execution. Such irregularities cannot be ques- 
tioned in an action against such purchaser, unless the plaintiff is pur- 
chaser under his own judgment. Thomas v. Hunsucker, 720, 


SEAL: 4 
Lack of seal and absence of legal terms in deed ineffectual to convey 
interest in land, 425. 
SHERIFF: 
False return of, 364. 


SHELLY’S CASE, RULE IN: are 
When not applicable, 339. . 


SLANDER: 


1. The plaintiff in an action for slander is not required to negative in his 
complaint that words actionable per se were not spoken in such a 
manner or under such circumstances as rendered them privileged, | 
and this though it appeared from the complaint that they were spoken 
in or about a judicial proceeding. Gudger v. Penland, 593. 


2: The place where the words are spoken and the circumstances of excuse 
or privilege are matters of defense. 0. | 


3. If it had appeared affirmatively that the words were spoken in a judicial 
- proceeding, the position of a prosecutor in such proceeding would fur- 
nish no absolute or presumptive protection against such liability. Jb. 


4, A formal prayer for relief is not now necessary in a complaint; and in 
an action for slander separate demands for damages need not be . 
appended to the various allegations setting up the causes of action. Jb. 


621 


INDEX 


STATUTES : 


1. There is no repugnancy or conflict between chapter 516, Laws 1889, and 
section 1062 of The Code. The latter statute was enacted to protect 
enclosures made by fences, walls, etc., while the former was passed to 
protect the fences, there mentioned, erected on the land, irrespective 
of the fact whether they completely surrounded or enclosed it or any 
part of it. In an indictment under the latter it is necessary to aver 
and prove that the fence or wall surrounded or enclosed the field or 
other premises enumerated therein, while under the former no such 
-averment is required. Of the latter the Superior Court has original 
jurisdiction; of the former a justice of the peace has original juris- 
diction. WS. v. Biggers, 760. 


2. An older statute will not be held to be repealed by a later one by impli- 
cation, unless the two are irreconcilably inconsistent. J0. 


3. The statute (chapter 82, Laws 1848-49) incorporating the North Caro- 
lina Railroad Company is a private act, and it is error to permit it to 
be read and commented on to the court or jury until it has been 
properly introduced as evidence. Durham v. R. R., 399. 


SUMMONS: 


Against A, “president of land company,” does not make company party to 
proceedings. Plemmons v. Improvement Co., 614. 


TAXES AND TAXATION: 


The agreement by the commissioners to pay each year a sum of money 

equal to the aggregate amount of plaintiff’s tax for that year till the 

. whole cost of the bridge should be discharged, was. not an unlawful 

apprepriation of the tax devoted by law to other purposes, but simply 

the means of ascertaining the amount of each annual installment. 
Cotton Mills v. Comrs., 678. | 


TENANTS IN COMMON: 


1. While a tenant in common of a chattel cannot maintain an action against 
his cotenant for conversion upon the ground merely that his demand 
for possession has been refused, yet if the tenant in possession with- 
holds the common property or exercises such dominion over it as 
amounts to a denial, or is inconsistent with the rights of his cotenant, 
an action in the nature of trover will lie. Wallen v. Bowling, 289. 


2. If one tenant in common of a chattel oust his cotenant of possession, 
the latter may at his election bring an action for the recovery of the 
specific property; if it can be found, and damages for its deteriora- 
tion, or for the conversion and value at the time of taking. After 
suit is brought for conversion, the .defendant cannot relieve himself 
from liability by returning the property, unless the plaintiff agrees to 
receive it. Jb. 


¢ 


3: Where one cotenant was present, forbidding the other from removing 
the common property, no demand was necessary before bringing 
suit. Jb. 

TIME: P 
~ The words “twelve months,’ in the absence of any legislative definition — 
of the word “month” and the word “year,” will be interpreted to 


mean twelve calendar months. Muse v. Assurance Co., 240. 
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TRUST AND TRUSTEE: 


1. Where A conveyed a tract of land to B upon a parol trust to pay certain 
judgments, etc., and. these were paid off and discharged with the pro- 
ceeds of cther lands held by A: Held, that a trust resulted to him, 
and that such an interest cannot be transferred by parol. Dover v. 
Rhea, 88. . . . 

2. Although the trustor intended to give the land, which he sold, to his 
daughter, the plaintiff, and defendant.agreed by parol to convey the 
lands held in trust to her: Held, that this did not constitute the 
defendant a trustee for the plaintiff, but amounted to a parol contract 
te convey, which was within the statute of frauds, and that the result- 
ing trust descended to the heirs at law of the trustor. Jb. 

3. A parol declaration by a vendee, made after the execution of the deed, 
absolute on its face, is not sufficient to raise a trust in favor of the 
vendor or any one by his direction. Blount v. Washington, 230. 


4, Even if such declaration was made contemporaneous with the deed, it 
would be essential to establish it by some proof outside of, or in cor- 
roboration of, that of the vendor. Jb. 

. A parol promise, made by a vendee after the execution of the deed to 
convey to such persons as the vendor might direct, is void under the 
statute of frauds, and where the contract is denied the eourts will 
not enforce it, although it is shown that a consideration passed. Jb. 

6. Where land was conveyed to a trustee and his heirs for the sole and 
separate use of a feme covert, and the husband conveyed the same by 
a deed in which the wife’s name did not appear, except in the attesta- _ 
tion clause, and no reference was made to the trustee or the equitable 
estate: Held, that although she signed the same, it was not her deed, 
but that of the husband alone. King v. Rhew, 696. 

7. The limitation being to the trustee and his heirs to hold for the sole 
and separate enjoyment of the wife for life, and at her death to be 
equally divided between any children she might leave her surviving 
born of the marriage: Held, that it was necessary that the trustee 
should hold the fee until the vesting of the contingent interests, and 
the fee being in him, it was further held that his estate being barred, 
the cestuis que trustent were also barred. Jb. 

8. At common law, a husband may, as between himself and his wife, treat 
the wife’s choses in action as his property, or constitute himself, in 

| respect to them, a trustee for her benefit. Taylor v. Sikes, 724. 

9. If he can do this, he may also unite with her in their disposition, and 
where this has actually been done, the proceeds cannot be recovered - 
back by either of them. | Jb. | ; 


Trustees and assigns protected, 182. 
Resulting trust in wife, 276. — 
TWELVE MONTHS: 
Term defined, 240. 
UNITED STATES COURT: 


1. A nonresident defendant whose petition for removal of the cause to the 
United States Court was denied on the ground of insufficient affidavit, 
eannct be again heard upon further application for removal—it has 
become res judicata. Herndon v. Ins. Co., 648. 

2. The court might have allowed an amendment if made in apt time. Jd. 
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USURY: 


1. An action to recover the penalty for usury must be brought within two 
years from the time the usury was paid. | R:gers v. Bank, 5TA. 


2. In an action by a firm and their surety to a contract to secure a balance 
due after advancements made, brought against a bank for an account © 
and settlement, and also to stop the foreclosure of a mortgage exe- 
cuted by one of the firm to further secure the said balance: . Held, 
(1) that more than two years having elapsed since the cause of action 
accrued, the penalty for usury could not be recovered; (2) that, as 
between the bank and firm, the usurious transactions were separate 
and distinct from the indebtedness of the firm, not necessary to the 
ascertainment of the balance, and that relief to the extent of the 
usurious interest charged could not be granted; (8) that in ascer- 
taining the balance for which the obligors on the bond are liable, as 
such, only 6 per cent interest can be charged, and ‘after the balance 
is ascertained, 8 per cent thereon, according to the contract; (4) that, 
as against the surety, 6 per cent should be charged in ascertaining 
the balance, and 8 per cent thereafter, according to the contract. Jb. 


Usurious interest will support contract to forbear, 245. 
Charge of usurious interest, 525. 


VERDICT: 

1. The fact that the jury, in a criminal action, specially found the facts 
and submitted them to the court for an opinion as to whether they 
should acquit or convict, and the court being of opinion that the 
defendants were not guilty thereon, so adjudged, and directed a ver- 
dict of not guilty to be entered, does not constitute a general verdict 
of not guilty, but amounts to a special verdict, and from the judement 
thereon the State can appeal. 8. v. Hwing, T55. 


2. The practice in respect to the manner in which special verdicts should 
be rendered is stated. J0. 


3. A person’ charged with an offense has a right to have the verdict ren- 
dered in the presence of the judge; but, except in capital cases, this 
right may be waived and the verdict received by the clerk. S. ¥. 
Austin, T80. | 


4. The presence of counsel at the rendition of a verdict has never been 
held to be essential to its validity. Jb. 


VERIFICATION: 
| Of pleading by corporation, 282. 


WASTE: 


In an action by remainderman against tenant for life, for waste, the 
defendant testified that he used the land as a prudent owner of the 
fee would have done; and, further, that at the time of the commission 
of the alleged waste he believed he was the owner of the fee: Held, 
that the testimony ef his belief of ownership was not collateral 

merely, but went directly to support his evidence as to the manner 
in which he had used the land, and therefore might be contradicted 
by competent proofs. Floyd v. Thomas, 98. 


Estate not impeachable for, 339. 
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WILL: 


1. A testator may make a paper-writing, whether attested or not, written 


before or contemporaneously with, and clearly identified in, a will, a 
part of it. Siler v. Dorsett, 300. 


2. The testator devised a certain tract cf land to his nephews, “upon the 


terms and conditions more fully set forth and explained in a written 
agreement between myself and their father, of even date with these 
presents’: Heid, that the burden was upon those who claimed under 
this devise to show what were the “terms and conditions,’ and a 
compliance therewith. Jb. 


3. S devised a tract of land to his wife for life or widowhood, and upon 


her death or marriage, to his daughter. In the residuary clause he 
directed that “all the balance of my estate, both real and personal, be 
sold and the money divided between my wife and the rest of my heirs 
at law,” and appointed his executor “to execute this my last will 
according to the true intent and meaning of the same.” The wife 
and daughter, withcut issue, died before the testator: Held, (1) that 
the devises to the wife and daughter lapsed, and by virtue of the 
statute (The Code, sec, 2142) the land fell into the residuary clause 
(Lea v. Brown, 56 N. C., 141, commented upon); (2) the will con- 


- ferred authority upon the executor to sell and convey the land, and 


upon his renunciation and the appointment of the administrators 
cum testamento annexo the latter might exercise such power; (3) a 
deed from such administrators, in which it was recited that they had 
bargained and sold to P “all the right we held as administrators of 
S, one certain. parcel of land (giving description), . . . do promise ~ 
to warrant and forever defend the right and title of above named 
tract of land to P and her heirs, to be free and clear from encum- 
brance, so far as our appointment gives,” while very informal, and 
not containing the usual words of inheritance, passed the fee, it being 
obvious that such was the intention. Saunders v. Saunders, 827. 


4, The testator devised to four of his children a tract of land “in common 


dD. A 


to their use, or the use and benefit of all of them or either of them 
during their natural life, and should either E or R or both of them 
marry, .. . they-shall share equally with those of my other children 
heretofore married. . . . I desire it kept in common to their use 
and benefit during the natural life of either or all of them.” After 
bequeathing personal property upon same limitations, he proceeded, 
“and at the death of the four children above named, all said property 
then remaining be sold and the proceeds divided between all my law- 
ful heirs”: Held, (1) the four children took a joint estate, with the 
right of survivorship, for life, with a contingent interest in the fee, 
subject to the condition that if either E or R should marry, her 
interest in the life estate should end; (2) upon the death of the ‘four 
children, or upon the death of two and the marriage of the other two, 
the fee became vested in the heirs at law of the testator; (3) the 
rule in Shelly’s case was not applicable; (4) the estate of the four 
children was not impeachable for waste, but they might be enjoined 
in a proper case from despoiling the inheritance. Farabow v. Green, 
339. 


devise to “my daughter EH and my grandson G one tract of land 
adjoining lands of H and M_ lying on the south side of the road 
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leading from M to W, to be divided between the two as follows, 

so that my daughter E shall have adjoining the lands of B 
and G the lands adjoining the lands of H and others, to them and 
their heirs forever,’ did not create an estate in common in the entire 
tract, but an estate in severalty in the devisees respectively to the 
parcels as epapushed by the dividing line. Mitchell v Y, Hoggan’, 353. 


6. A testator devised and bequeathed all his property, ae and personal, 
not included in a deed of gift referred to, appointing his son as his 
executor to make the distribution in equal portions to his children or 
their lineal representatives, taking receipts, as directed, therefor, and 
authorized him to sell at public auction all, property not easily 
divided, and distribute the proceeds in the same manner. ‘This action 
was brought to obtain a construction of the will: Held, (1) that it 
was the duty of the executor to distribute the property, real and per- 
sonal, which in his judgment was easily parceled out, and sell the 
residue in the manner described, to enable him to in like manner dis- 
tribute the proceeds; (2) that any ailotment of real estate shall be 
by deed, duly proven and recorded, referring to the will, the source 
of the maker’s authority, and setting forth the cash value thereof, as 
directed in the will. Johnson v. Johnson, 619. 


7. In making the allotment the executor shall take from each devisee or 
legatee a receipt, stating the cash value thereof as of the time of the 
testator’s death, and containing the conditions required by the will. 
This receipt should be filed with the clerk of the court. Jb. 


8. A deed incorporated in a will, though not in ferme: becomes thereby a 
part thereof. Jb. 


9. By the terms of a will, where any distributee had issue which had 
arrived at the age of 21, such distributee took without the conditions 
imposed therein, and the receipt taken in that case should so state. Jb. 


10. This action does not determine the rights of any party claiming under 
the will. Jo. 


WITNESS: 
1. A mortgagee is a competent witness to the fact of the payment of a | 
debt and the cancellation of a mortgage to secure it, as against a 
deceased mortgagor, if it appears the witness has no interest in the 
controversy. (The opinion on this point in this case, 104 N. C., 175, 
overruled.) Carey v. Carey, 267. 


2. The mere fact of the interest of the witness does not exclude him from 
testifying of transactions with third persons which affect the property 
of the deceased. Watts v. Warren, 514. | 


8. A witness is competent to testify to the reputation in his own danity as. 
to his own age. S. v. Best, TAT. 


4. One witness may be allowed, for purposes of corroboration, to testify 
that another identified a coat whose identity was in question, without 
first asking him who identified it if he did so. SNS. v. Brabham, 798. — 


~ See also p. 10. 
| sa 


